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DECLARATION FOR THE RECORD OF DECISION 

SITE NAME AND LOCATION 

Jackson Steel Superfun(d Site 
Mineola, Nassau County, New York 

Superfund Site Identification Number: NYD0001344456 
Operable Unit V 

STATEMENT OF BASIS AND PURPOSE 

This Record of Decision (ROD) documents the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's 
selection of a remedy for the Jackson Steel Superfund site (Site), which is chosen in accor
dance with the requirements of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Ccimpensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as amended (CERCLA), 42 U.S.C. §9601, et 
seq., and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 CFR 
Part 300. This decision document explains the factual and legal basis for selecting the 
remedy for the Site. The attached index (see Appendix III) identifies the items that 
comprise the Administrative Record upon which the selection of the remedy is based. 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservati in (NYSDEC) was consulted 
on the planned remedy in accordance with CERCLA Section 121(f), 42 U.S.C. §9621 (f), 
and it concurs with the selected remedy (see Appendix IV). 

ASSESSMENT OF THE SITE 

Actual or threatened releases of hazardous-substances from the Site, if not addressed by 
implementing the response action selected in this ROD, may |. resent an imminent and 
substantial endangerment to public health, welfare, or the envin nment. 

DESCRIPTION OF THE SELECTED REMEDY 

The'major components of the selected remedy include the following: 
i 

Excavation of the surface soils located near the building which are contaminated 
with volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds, 

j pesticides and metals and excavation of the contents of the two dry wells and sump 
located outside the building and the dry well, sumps, and trench located inside the 
building. Confirmatory sampling will be conducted to ensure that all contaminated 

This response action applies a comprehensive approach; therefore, only one operable unit 
Is required to remediate the Site. 
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soils above the cleanup objectives have been removed. The excavated areas will 
be backfilled with clean fill and previously paved areas will be repaved. All 
excavated material will be characterized and transported for treatment and/or 
disposal at an off-Site Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)-compliant 
facility. 

Treatment of the VOC-contaminated unsaturated subsurface soils using in-situ 
vapor extraction in on-property source areas and underneath two adjacent affected 
buildings. The extracted vapors will be treated by granular activated carbon and/or 
other appropriate technologies before being vented to the atmosphere. Post-
treatment confirmatory soil samples will be collected to ensure that the unsaturated 
subsurface soil source area has been effectively treated to meet the cleanup 
objectives. 

Decontamination of the building floor through vacuuming and power washing. All 
vacuumed dust and wash water will be transported for treatment and/or disposal at 
an off-Site RCRA-compliant facility. 

In-situ treatment of the contaminated groundwater in the upper aquifer in the source 
area with an oxidizing agent, such as potassium permanganate, hydrogen peroxide, 
or ozone/air. The oxidizing agent will transform the VOCs into less toxiccompounds 
or to carbon dioxide, and water. The exact configuration and number of injection 
wells will be determined during the remedial design. The system will be operated 
until state and federal groundwater standards are attained in the groundwater. 

Collection of the contaminated groundwater in the lower aquifer with extraction wells 
if confirmatory sampling during the remedial design phase indicates that the Site is 
the source of the contamination. The size of a groundwater extraction system in the 
lower aquifer will be defined during the design phase based upon whether or not 
contamination from the Site is impacting or potentially impacting the aquifer at off-

. property locations. 

If contaminated groijndwater is extracted from the lower aquifer, treatment of the 
water at an on-property facility by air stripping, carbon adsorption, and methods 
appropriate for treatment of metals. The treated water will be reinjected into the 
aquifer. 

In consultation with NYSDEC, the extent of the off-property groundwater 
contamination and its potential impact on the public water supply wells will be 
determined during the remedial design phase. Based on the evaluation of off-
property groundwater data that will be collected, if it is determined that site-related 
contamination is affecting the aquifer, tfie selected remedy will be expanded, as 
necessary, to include the off-property groundwater contamination and its potential 
impacts on the public water supply wells. 
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• lj Long-term groundwater monitoring to verify that the concentrations and the extent 
; of groundwater contaminants are declining, that the remedies remain effective and 

public water supplies are protected. The frequency and parameters of sampling 
and the location of any additional monitoring wells will be determined during the 
design phase. 

Bench- and pilot-scale treatability studies and groundwater modeling will be performed to 
optimize the effectiveness of the injection system and to determine optimum installation 
locations for the injection-well points. 

During the course of the remediation, should the former daycare center or former billiards 
parlor buildings be occupied, monitoring to assure that no unacceptable vapor exposure 
takes place will be instituted, and the ventilation systems installed during the RI will be 
appropriately maintained. 

The selected remedy, once fully implemented, will not result in hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining on-Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure. However, if the confirmatory sampling during the remedial design 
phase indicates that the Site is the source of the contamination in the lower aquifer, it will 
take more than five years to attain remedial action objectives and cleanup levels for the 
groundwater. Consequently, if the Site is determined to be the source of the contamination 
in the lower aquifer, a review will be conducted within five yean; after initiation of remedial 
action to ensure that the remedy is, or will be, protective cf human health and the 
environment. If justified by the review, additional remedial actions may be implemented. 

The selected remedy will address source materials constitut ng principal threats by 
excavating the contents of the dry wells, sumps, and trench anc in-situ treatment of the 
contaminated subsurface soils. 

DECLARATION OF STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 
i ' 

The selected remedy meets the requirements for remedial actions set forth in CERCLA 
Section 121, 42 U.S.C. §9621, because it: T) is protective of hi man health and the 
environment; 2) meets a level or standard of control of the hazardous substances, 
pollutants and contaminants, which at least attains the legally applicible or relevant and 
appropriate requirements under federal and state laws; 3) is cost-effe ctive; and 4) utilizes 
permanent solutions and alternative treatment (or resource recovery) technologies to the 
maximum extent practicable. In keeping with the statutory preferenc 5 for treatment that 
reduces toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminated media as a princ ipal element of the 
rernedy, some of the contaminated soil and groundwater will be treated. 

This remedy will result in the reduction of hazardous substances, pollutants, or 
contaminants on the property to levels that will permit unlimited use of, and unrestricted 
exposure to, soil and groundwater However, if the Site is determined to be the source of 

iii 
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the contamination in the lower aquifer, because it will take more than five years to attain 
cleanup levels for the groundwater, a review will be conducted no less often than once 
every five years after initiation of the remedial action to ensure that the remedy is, or will 
be, protective of human health and the environment. 

ROD DATA CERTIFICATION CHECKLIST 

The ROD contains the remedy selection information noted below. More details may be 
found in the Administrative Record file for this Site. 

• Contaminants of concern and their respective concentrations (see ROD, pages 5-
10); 

• Baseline risk represented by the contaminants of concern (see ROD, pages 11-18); 

Cleanup levels established for contaminants of concern and the basis for these 
levels (see ROD, Appendix II. Table 1); 

• Manner of addressing source materials constituting principal threats (see ROD, 
pages 34-35); 

Current and reasonably-anticipated future land use assumptions and current and 
potential future beneficial uses of groundwater used in the baseline risk assessment 
and ROD (see ROD, page 11); 

Potential land and groundwater use that will be available at the Site as a result of 
the selected remedy (see ROD, pages 38-39); 

Estimated capital, annual operation and maintenance, and present-worth costs; 
discount rate; and the number of years over which the remedy cost estimates are 
projected (see ROD, page 38); and 

• Key factors used in selecting the remedy {i.e., how the selected remedy provides 
the best balance of tradeoffs with respect to the balancing and modifying criteria, 
highlighting criteria key to the decision)(see ROD, pages 35-36). 

AUTHORIZING SGNATURE 

George Pavlou, Director Date 
Emergency and Remedial 
Response Division 

IV 
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Site 

Site name: 

Site location: 

HRS score: 

Listed on the NPL: 

Record of Decision 

Date signed: 

Selected remedy: 

Capital cost: 

Operation and maintenance 
cost: 

RECORD OF DECISION FACT SHEET 
EPA REGION II 

Jackson Steel Site 

Mineola, Nassau County, New York 

50.00 

February 4, 2000 

September 24, 2004 

In-situ soil vaporextraction of the VOC-contaminated soil with limited 
excavation and off-Site disposal of VOC and SVOC-contaminated 
surface soil and dryweli contents, building floor decontamination, 
treatment for the upper aquifer via in-situ oxidation, and groundwater 
extraction and on-Site treatment via air stripping and carbon 
adsorption for the lower aquifer. 

$2,758,000-$3,311,000 

$1,237,000-$1,282,000, annually for thi'first 2 years, (for soil and 
groundwater) and 
$413,000 - $458,000, annually for an additional 3 years of 
groundwater treatment 

Present-worth cost: 

Lead 
11 

Primary Contact: 

Secondary Contact: 

Main PRPs 

$6,542,000 - $6,808,000 (3.2% discount r.'te for 2 years for soil 
remedy, 3.2% discount rate for 5 years for groundwater remedy) 

EPA 

Christos Tsiamis, Remedial Project Manager, (212) 637-4257 

Joel Singerman, Chief, Central New York Remediation Section, 
(212)637-4258 

None 

Waste 

Waste type: 

Waste origin: 

Contaminated media: 

Volatile and semi-volatile organic compounds, metals; principal 
threat waste 

On-Site spills/discharges 

Soil and groundwater 
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DECISION SUMMARY 

Jackson Steel Superfund Site 
Mineola, Nassau County, New York 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region II 

New York, New York 
September 2004 
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SITE NAME, LOCATION, AND DESCRIPTION 

The Jackson Steel Site^ includes a parcel of property located at 435 First Street in Mineola, 
Town of North Hempstead, Nassau County, New York in a residential/commercial area. 
(See Figure 1 for a Site location map.) The 1.5-acre property contains a one-story 43,000-
square-foot building formerly used as a metal-forming facility and an approximately 10,000-
square foot paved parking area. The building consists of two sections—the original 
building, constructed in 1959, is located closerto First Street, and the newer section, which 
was, added in 1963, is at the rean The former office space is located along the north wall, 
arid a loading dock is located in the southwest corner of the front section of the building. 
The building is currently inactive and predominantly empty, except for miscellaneous small 
equipment and supplies abandoned by interim tenants of the building. An old vertical 
abpyeground storage tank—possibly used to store degreasing substances—is situated in 
the front section of the building next to the former offices. A trench is located in the floor 
alc)ng the inside western wall of the building extension, above which a degreasing station 
is suspected to have been located. Two sumps are located in the front section of the 
building behind the former office space. One sump is located under the heater and the 
other one is located along the eastern wall of the main building. A third sump is located 
outside the building, near the main entrance. 

A fence extends along the southern border of the parking area and separates the Jackson 
Steel Site's parking lot from the adjacent commercial property's parhing lot. A narrow strip 
of unpaved soil is also located along the east wall of the building, between the building and 
the wooden fence separating the Jackson Steel property from the adjacent apartment 
complex. 

Subsurface features include two dry wells designed to collect stormwater runoff located 
under the parking area to the west of the building and a third dry well ocated under the 
loading dock area. 

The Site is bordered to the north by residential, single-family dwelling:., to the east by 
multiple-family dwellings in a two-story apartment complex, to the so Jth by a former 
billiards parlor and a building that housed a daycare (Center until April 2002, and to the west 
by; an office building and restaurant. Herricks Road to the west hai- predominantly 
commercial properties on both sides of the heavily-traveled road. 

Village of Mineola supply well #4 and Garden City Village supply well #12 are located 
within a half-mile radius of the Site (east-southeast or.side-gradient of the property). 

There are no private wells in the area. Area residents utilize municipal waer 

^ The Site's Superfund Site Identification Number is NYD0001344456. EPA is the lead 
agency; NYSDEC is the support agency. It is anticipated that Superfund monies will be 
utilize(j to implement the selected remedy. 
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The property, which has been used for industrial/commercial purposes since it was 
constructed, has been zoned for a number of different uses through the past several 
decades. The property is presently zoned B-1 for business use as retail or office space. 
The Village is currently reviewing its master plan; there is a likelihood that the Jackson 
Steel property may be rezoned "residential" in the near future^. 

SITE HISTORY AND ENFORCEMENT ACTIVITIES 

The property was used from the mid-1970s until 1991 as a "roll form metal shapes" 
manufacturing facility. Degreasers, including tetrachloroethylene (PCE), trichloroethylene 
(TCE), and 1,1,1 -trichloroethane (TCA), were used at the facility until 1985. Sludges from 
degreasing equipment were stored in drums and in an on-property 275-gallon tank. 

The analytical results from samples collected by the Nassau County Department of Health 
(NCHD) in the early 1990s from within, around, and below three on-property dry wells 
indicated the presence of PCE, TCE, 1,1,1-TCA, 1,2-dichloroethylene (DCE), and 
1,1-dichloroethane (DCA) at depths down to 40 feet below the ground surface. PCE, 
TCE, 1,1,1-TCA, 1,2-DCE, and 1,1-DCA were also detected in groundwater samples 
collected from monitoring wells located downgradient of the dry wells. 

Dumping of wastes into the dry wells and spills and leaks from drums storing various 
chemicals during the facility's operations are the likely sources of the contamination foijnd 
at the Site. 

In October 1999, the Site was proposed for placement on EPA's Superfund National 
Priorities List (NPL). On February 4, 2000, the Site was listed on the NPL. 

EPA initiated a search to identify Potentially Responsible Parties (PRPs) in January 2000. 
Viable PRPs have not been found. 

Following commencement of field work in October 2001, because of concerns about the 
proximity of the Site to a daycare center, NCHD performed air sampling inside the daycare 
center's building. The air samples detected PCE at levels below the Health Department's 
guideline for indoor PCE exposure. The levels were also within EPA's acceptable cancer 
and noncancer risk ranges. Given the sensitivity of the population exposed (preschool 
children), the Health Department collected additional samples in mid-December 2001. At 
that time, indoor testing was also conducted inside the Jackson Steel building and a 
restaurant located adjacent to the Site. The results, which were received in mid-January 
2002, indicated that PCE levels in the indoor air of several rooms in the daycare center 
were above the Health Department's guideline for indoor PCE exposure. In addition, the 
maximum PCE level exceeded EPA's acceptable noncancer risk level. Low levels of PCE 

^ Source: August 10, 2004 meeting with Jack Martins, Mayor of the Village of Mineola. 

2 
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were detected in air samples from the Jackson Steel building and the restaurant. After 
receiving the daycare center's sampling results, EPA's emergency response team installed 
a vacuum extraction system under the concrete slab of the daycare center to prevent any 
contaminants from entering the building in case the soil and groundwater under the 
building were the source. In addition, in order to provide fresh air circulation in the building, 
a ventilation system was installed by the daycare center's contractor. Samples taken to 
assess the effectiveness of the measures implemented showed that the PCE levels in the 
air were significantly below the New York State Health Department guideline and below 
EPA's acceptable noncancer risk levels. 

Because elevated PCE levels were detected in a former billiards club which shares 
cc^nimon walls with the Jackson Steel Site building and the former daycare center, EPA 
installed a vacuum extraction system underthe concrete slab of both buildings. In addition, 
ventilation systems were installed in those buildings. 

HIGHLIGHTS OF COMMUNITY PARTICIPATION 

The RI/FS reports describe the nature and extent of the contamination at and emanating 
from the Site and evaluate remedial alternatives to address this contamination. The 
Proposed Plan identifies EPA and NYSDEC's preferred remedy and the basis for that 
preference. These documents were made available to the public in both the Administrative 
Record and information repositories maintained at the EPA Docket Room in the Region 
2 offices at 290 Broadway in Manhattan, at the Village of Mineola HE'I, located at 155 
Washington Avenue, Mineola, New York, at the Garden City Public Lib;ary located at 60 
Seventh Street, Garden City, New York, and at the Town of North Hempstead Hall, located 
at 200 Plandome Road, Manhasset, New York. A-notice of the comm »ncement of the 
public comment period, the public meeting date, the preferred remedy, contact information, 
arid the availability of above-referenced documents was published in the Mneola American 
on July 21, 2004. The public comment period opened on July 22,2004. EF A held a public 
meeting on August 10, 2004 at 7:00 P.M. at the Village of Mineola City Hal to present the 
findings of the RI/FS and to answer questions from-sthe public about th(.̂  Site and the 
rehiedial alternatives under consideration. Approximately 20 people, indue'ing residents, 
local business people, and state and local government officials, attend 3d the public 
meeting. On the basis of comments received during the public comment penod, the public 
generally supports the selected remedy. Public comment was related to the availability of 
funding, source of Superfund monies. Site redevelopment, reimbursement of water supply 
treatment expenses, water supply complaint. Site risks, contaminant minration, Site 
reimediation and monitoring, and liability. Responses t(p the written comme.nts received 
during the public comment period and to comments received at the public meeting are 
included in the Responsiveness Summary (see Appendix V). 

Since there is a likelihood that the Jackson Steel property may be rezoned residential in 
the near future, the public's views on the assumptions about reasonably anticipated future 
land use were not solicited. Since the area is served by municipal water and the aquifer 
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is already designated as a drinking water source, the public's views on potential future 
beneficial groundwater uses were not solicited. 

SCOPE AND ROLE OF OPERABLE UNIT 

The National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), 40 CFR 
Section 300.5, defines an operable unit as a discrete action that comprises an incremental 
step toward comprehensively addressing Site problems. This discrete portion of a 
remedial response manages migration, or eliminates or mitigates a release, threat of a 
release, or pathway of exposure. The cleanup of a site can be divided into a number of 
operable units, depending on the complexity of the problems associated with the Site. This 
response action applies a comprehensive approach to all Site problems; therefore, only 
one operable unit is required to remediate the Site. The primary objectives of this action 
are to remediate the source of contamination at the Site, to reduce and minimize the 
downward migration of contaminants to the aquifer, and to minimize any potential future 
health and environmental impacts. 

SUMMARY OF SITE CHARACTERISTICS 

The purpose of the RI, conducted from 2001 to 2002, was to determine the nature and 
extent of the contamination at and emanating from the Site. The results of the RI are 
summarized below. , 

The local topography surrounding the Site (Consists of relatively flat terrain, with gentle 
changes in elevation that typically do not exceed twenty feet of vertical relief The Site 
itself is flat with no discernable change in topography, and has an elevation of 146-148 feet 
above mean sea level. 

Surface soils at the Site are Upper Pleistocene Deposits, which are commonly referred to 
by the name of the hydrogeologic unit that they form, the Upper Glacial Aquifer. This Upper 
Glacial unit consists, predominantly, of varying consistencies of intermixed-to-interbedded, 
brown-orange-yellow sands and gravels to a depth of approximately 105 feet below ground 
surface (bgs). Some silts were observed,, mainly near the ground surface, but also in 
smaller quantities deeper in the formation and in minor lenses throughout. Little or no clay 
was observed. 

Groundwater beneath the Site occurs within the overburden silty sand of the Upper Glacial 
Aquifen The depth to groundwater is approximately fifty feet bgs. 

At approximately 105 feet bgs, the top of the Magothy Formation is encountered. The top 
of the formation (the Magothy Confining Bed) consists of characteristic fine-to-medium 
sands interbedded with clay and sandy-silty clay, with gray coloration, and the presence 
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of organic lignite (wood) fragments. The Magothy Confining Bed appears to be a localized 
occurrence overlying the Magothy Aquifer in the vicinity of the Jackson Steel Site. Its 
observed thickness at the Site was approximately 296 feet. This thickness decreases 
significantly over a relatively short lateral distance to the northeast (approximately 600 feet) 
to 42 feet thick. Its thickness decreases to approximately 167 feet approximately 600 feet 
southwest of the Site. 

The silty clay of the Magothy Confining Bed is believed to be a semi-confining layer 
effectively separating the Upper Glacial Aquifer and the Magothy Formation. 

The groundwater flow in the Upper Glacial and Magothy Aquifers is to the southwest. 

Soil 

Soils at the Jackson Steel Site were sampled at 33 locations. Ten of these locations were 
situated in unpaved areas (samples at these locations were collected from shallow depths). 
The remaining 23 sampling locations were situated under the pavement (samples in these 
areas were collected at various depths extending to the bottom of the Upper Glacial 
Aquifer). 

Although VOCs were found at all ten unpaved sampling locations and all of the 23 soil 
boring locations, with the exception of the samples collected near the dry wells, all of the 
concentrations exceeding the New York State Technical and Administrative Guidance 
Memorandum No. 94-HWR-4046 (TAGM) objectives' (see Table 1) were found within the 
top 1 foot of soil. In the shallow soil, TCE and PCE concentrations exce'jded the TAGM 
objective at three locations-soil located near the bad^ door to the buildinii extension and 
two soil boring locations within the trench in the building. The maximum ccncentrations pf 
TCE and PCE detected at these three locations were 1,400 and 19,000 nucrograms per 
kilogram (pg/kg), respectively. (The TAGM objectivies for TCE and PCt: are 700 and 
1,400 pg/kg, respectively.) Acetone also exceeded tire TAGM objective (?00 pg/kg) in 
shallow soil samples collected within the unpaved soil areas. The maxin um detected 
concentration of acetone was 2,000 pg/kg. 

Division Technical and Administrative Guidance Me^morandum: Determination of Soil 
Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels, Division of Hazardous Waste Rsmediation, 
January 24, 1994. 

There are currently no federal or state promulgated standards for contaminant levels in 
soils. There are, however, To-Be-Considereds, one of Which is the New York S:ate TAGM 
objectives, which are being used as the soil cleanup levels for this site. TAGM objectives 
are the more stringent cleanup level between a human-health protection value and a value 
based on protection of groundwater as specified in the TAGM. All of these levels fall within 
EPA's acceptable risk range. 
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The dry wells are the only locations where VOCs were found in soil at depths greater than 
one foot. The sampling results for the dry wells suggest that it is possible that workers 
dumped chemicals containing VOCs into the dry wells. Although some of the VOC 
concentrations found in the dry wells exceeded their TAGM objectives, the concentrations 
are much lower in comparison to the concentrations measured in the dry wells during 
previous investigations. The VOCs that exceeded the TAGM objectives and their 
maximum concentrations and TAGM objectives are total xylenes (5,900 pg/kg; TAGM 
objective 1,200 pg/kg), 1,1-DCA (1,600 pg/kg; TAGM objective 200 pg/kg), and 1,1,1-TCA 
(1,400 pg/kg; TAGM objective 800 pg/kg). In addition, 1,2-cis-DCE, for which no TAGM 
value exists, was detected at a maximum concentration of 12,000 pg/kg. 

SVOCs, in particular Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs)^, were found at many of 
the sampled locations. PAHs exceeded the TAGM objectives at all ten unpaved soil 
sampling locations and at seven of the 23 soil boring locations sampled for SVOCs. 
However, with the exception of the three dry wells and one soil boring, all of the 
concentrations exceeding the TAGM objective were found within the top one foot of soil 
bgs. Chrysene was the PAH detected at the highest concentration (5,200 pg/kg; TAGM 
objective 400 pg/kg), followed by benzo(b)fluoranthene (5,100 pg/kg; TAGM objective 
1,100 pg/kg). 

PAH contamination in the dry wells appears to be limited to the top several feet of soil in 
the dry wells. PAHs tend to bind more to soil particles than VOCs. This would limit their 
vertical leaching and migration through the soil column. Hence their absence at greater 
depths in the dry wells. It is possible that the PAHs found in the top several feet of soil in 
the dry wells are the result of sediment washout from the unpaved soil strips to the dry 
wells. Of note, the same PAHs were found at concentrations exceeding the TAGM 
objective in all of the soil samples collected from the 0-1 foot bgs depth interval in the 
unpaved areas of the Site from where the sediment may have been washed into the dry 
wells. Chrysene was the PAH detected at the highest concentration (4,000 pg/kg; TAGM 
objective 400 pg/kg), followed by benzo(b)fluoranthene (3,600 pg/kg; TAGM objective 
1,100 pg/kg). 

Pesticides were detected at concentrations above the TAGM objective at seven of the ten 
unpaved soil sampling locations. The maximum concentration was measured for alpha 

4 The results for the PAHs should be viewed with caution, as the PAHs may not be 
associated with Jackson Steel's metal forming operations, but rather with the urban nature 
of the area where the Site is located, the asphalt pavement covering the Site, and the solid 
waste management activities and truck traffic on the property after Jackson Steel ceased 
its operations. Specifically, PAHs are formed mainly during incomplete combustion 
processes of organic materials such as wood, coal, mineral oil, and oil-derived products. 
As such, they are ubiquitous in urban environments and are found in air, soil, water, and 
food. They are contained in motor-vehicle exhausts both from gasoline and diesel engines 
and are present in crude and refined oils; in commercial products, such as bitumen 
(asphalt), coal tars, and pitches; and in industrial wastes such as waste oil. 
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chlordane (1,500 pg/kg; TAGM objective 540 pg/kg), followed by gamma chlordane (570 
pg/kg; TAGM objective 540 pg/kg). The only location where soil at depth greater than one 
foot bgs contained pesticide concentrations above the TAGM objective was in one of the 
dry wells located under the parking area. Two pesticides were found with the maximum 
concentration measured for gamma chlordane (1,100 pg/kg; TAGM objective 540 pg/kg). 

There is no information on whether chemicals containing pesticides were used in facility 
operations. Pesticide contamination appears to be limited to the parking lot area where 
operations are known to have taken place in the past. It is possible that the pesticides 
were applied directly for pest control rather than be the result of the facility's metal-forming 
operations. 

Metal concentrations exceeded the TAGM objectives at all ten unpaved sampling locations 
arid at six of the 23 soil boring locations sampled for metals at the Site. These six soil 
borings are all located within the building. With the exception of the indoor dry well, all of 
the samples containing concentrations above the TAGM objectives were collected within 
the top one foot of soil bgs. The concentrations of arsenic, cadmium, copper, lead, 
mercury, and zinc exceeded the TAGM objectives^. Their maximum concentrations and 
T A G M objectives are as follows: arsenic (62.5 milligrams per kilogram [mg/kg]; TAGM 
objective 12 mg/kg), cadmium (5.1 mg/kg; TAGM objective 1 mg/kg), copper (257 mg/kg; 
T A G M objective 50 mg/kg), lead (1,190 mg/kg; TAGM objective 500 mg/kg), mercury (0.8 
mg/kg; TAGM objective 0.2 mg/kg), and zinc (887 mg/kg; TAGM objective 50 mg/kg). 

Finally, several contaminants (including acetone, SVOCs and metals) were letected in the 
three building surnps at concentrations exceeding the TAGM objectives. 

Soil sampling data may be found in Table 2. Figures 2-9 show soil sampling locations arid 
results. 

Groundwater • 

Sampling results for the shallow Upper Glacial Aquifer indicate that chemica s that may 
have been discharged into the dry wells during the active life of the facility ha 'e resulted 

Metals occur naturally in the environment. The TAGM objective to which the on-property 
metal concentrations were compared was based on the concentrations at which netals are 
known to occur naturally in soil in the eastern United States. Copper, cadmium, (;hromium, 
nickel, lead, and zinc are also known to be associated with iron and steel works operations 
and metal finishing. Therefore, while some of the metals found in on-property sdil may be 
naturally occurring, others may be the result of past Site operations. As not jd, more 
exceedances of the TAGM objective and higher metal concentrations, in general, were 
noted in the dry well located within the building. It is possible that during the act.ve life of 
the facility, the floor of the building was washed and the water drained to this dry well, 
resulting in the metals found in the sediments in the dry well. 
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in the contamination of the shallow Upper Glacial Aquifer at the Site. Specifically, the 
highest total VOC concentrations were measure(d in the monitoring wells located 
immediately downgradient of the two dry wells located under the parking area. These 
monitoring wells also contained a higher number of VOCs exceeding the Maximum 
Contaminant Levels (MCLs)® (see Table 1) in comparison to the remaining monitoring 
wells. VOCs were also found at the middle of the Upper Glacial Aquifer at the Site, though 
the concentrations were lower than those measured in the shallow aquifer at this location. 
The following VOCs exceeded their MCLs in the shallow and middle Upper Glacial Aquifer 
at the Site: 1,1-DCA; cis-1,2-DCE; PCE; 1,1,1-TCA; and TCE. 

Four VOCs, cis-1,2-DCE, methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE), toluene, and TCE, were 
detected in the shallow and middle Upper Glacial Aquifer upgradient of the Site compared 
to a total of thirteen VOCs detected in the groundwater in the area of the dry wells at the 
Site (1,1-DCA, cis-and trans-1,2-DCE, 1,1,1-TCA, TCE, PCE, benzene, chloroethane, 
cyclohexane, ethylbenzene, isopropylbenzene, MTBE, and toluene). All upgradient 
concentrations were below MCLs and the concentrations of two of the four VOCs, cis-1,2-
DCE and TCE, were orders of magnitude {i.e., ten to one thousand times) lower at the 
upgradient location than at the Site. From the thirteen VOCs detected at the Site, four 
exceeded their MCLs (1,1-DCA, cis 1,2-DCE, PCE, and TCE). The compound detected 
at the highest concentration was cis-1,2-DCE at 340 micrograms per liter (pg/l), followed 
by PCE (63 pg/l). (The MCLs for cis-1,2-DCE and PCE are both 5 pg/l.) These results 
suggest limited upgradient contributions to the VOC concentrations detected at the Site. 
Downgradient of the Site, only two VOCs, MTBE and toluene (these compounds were also 
found upgradient of the Site), were found in the shallow and middle Upper Glacial Aquifer^. 
The concentrations were below the MCLs. 

The sampling results for the base of the Upper Glacial Aquifer indicated a decrease in the 
yOC concentrations with depth upgradient of the Site, underlying the Site, and 
downgradient of the Site. None of the VOCs detected at the base of the Upper Glacial 
/•vquifer exceeded its MCL. The compound detected at the highest concentration at the 
t ase of the Upper Glacial Aquifer was TCE at 2.5 pg/l, followed by PCE at 1.4 pg/l. (The 
^ CLs for both compounds is 5 pg/l.) 

EPA and New York State Department of Health have promulgated health-based protective 
MCLs, which are enforceable standards for various drinking water contaminants. MCLs 
ensure that drinking water does not pose either a short- or long-term health risk. 

Of note, in addition to the occurrence of VOCs that are likely related to Jackson Steel's 
metal forming operations, several VOCs (MTBE, benzene, toluene, ethylbenzene, xylene 
and isopropylbenzene) were detected that are typically related to gasoline and fuel 
contamination. This contamination could be attributed to Site activities after Jackson Steel 
ceased operations, when the Site was used for illegal solid waste management. The 
presence of MTBE and toluene in the upgradient monitoring well would also suggest some 
upgradient contribution to this contamination. 
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VOCs were also detected in the lower aquifer, the Magothy Aquifen TCE and PCE 
exceeded the MCLs at a number of sampling points in this aquifer at depths between 
approximately 400 and 450 feet. The compound detected at the highest concentration in 
the Magothy Aquifer was TCE (200 pg/l), followed by PCE (86 pg/l). (The MCLs for both 
compounds is 5 pg/l.) The highest concentrations of PCE and of TCE were detected at 
454'feet. Degradation products of PCE and TCE (cis-1,2-DCE and 1,1-DCE) were also 
detected at depth but at very low concentrations (less than 3 pg/l). 

The PCE and TCE concentrations detected in the 300 foot-deep silt and clay confining 
layer separating the upper from the lower aquifers were significantly lower than the 
concentrations detected at the top of the Upper Glacial Aquifer or the bottom of the 
Magothy Aquifer. Specifically, the PCE concentrations in the confining layer ranged from 
2.7 to 13 pg/kg and the TCE concentrations ranged from 5.9 to 32 pg/kg. In addition, the 
concentrations of cis-1,2-DCE, which was detected at 340 pg/kg at the top of the upper 
aquifer, ranged from 0.26 to 1 pg/kg. 

These sampling results suggest that although the VOC contamination in the groundwater 
in the upper aquifer and in the confining layer appears to be the direct result of 
c(D|ntamination migrating vertically downward from the Site, the groundwater in the lower 
aquifer might be impacted by an upgradient source. 

SVOCs were detected in four of the five wells monitoring the shallow Upper G'acial Aquifen 
There is no information on the use of SVOCs in facility operations. As was noted above, 
SVOCs are common in urban environments. For compounds with establishe i MCLs, the 
detected concentrations were below the corresponding MCLs. 

Pesticides were detected in all of the monitoring wells in the Upper Glacial Aqu fer. Metals 
were detected in all of the wells located in the Upper Glacial Aquifen The meta's arsenic, 
iron, and manganese were detected at concentrations exceeding the federal and state 
MCLs. The maximum concentrations of these metals and their MCLs are arson c at 13.5 
pg/l (MCL is 10 pg/l), iron at 66,100 pg/l (MCL is 300 pg/l), and manganese a t : ,070 pg/l 
(MCL is 300 pg/l). The following metals are known to be associated with iron c nd steel 
works operations and metal finishing: copper, cadmium, chromium, nickel, lead, c nd zinc. 
While some of these metals were found in shallow soil above the TAGM 
otijectives-possibly indicating their occurrence as a result of Site operations—lone of 
these metals with established MCLs were detected above their MCLs in the groundwater 
samples from the Upper Glacial Aquifer. 

Groundwater data may be found in Table 3. Figures 10-12 show groundwater sanpling 
locations and results. 

Building Floor 

BOiliding floor wipe samples contained several SVOCs, pesticides, and metals. The 
pesticides may be the result of their application for the purpose of pest control in the 
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building. The SVOC measured at the highest concentration was bis (2-ethylhexyl) 
phthalate at 5.6 pg/wipe, followed by di-n-butylpthalate at 2.9 pg/wipe. The pesticide 
measured at the highest concentration was 4,4-DDE (600 pg/wipe), followed by 4,4-DDD 
(190 pg/wipe). Building floor data may be found in Table 4. 

Soil Gas and Indoor Air Sampling 

EPA conducted an investigation in an attempt to determine the source of the PCE in the 
former daycare centen The investigation included the collection of soil gas samples at 
numerous locations inside and outside the former daycare center building, and several 
rounds of indoor air sampling at the former daycare center and nearby business and 
residential buildings®. 

The results of soil gas surveys indicated the presence of PCE, TCE, 1,1,1-TCA, cis-1,2-
DCE, and 1,1-DCA in soil gas at the Site, with the highest concentrations being located in 
the area around the former dry wells. TCE and PCE were detected at lower concentrations 
underneath the billiards parior located adjacent to the Site and the daycare center 
buildings. 

Soil gas data may be found in Table 5. 

PCE, TCE, and other VOCs were detected in air samples. In general, higher 
concentrations of chlorinated solvents were measured in the air samples collected in the 
daycare building when the ventilation systems (building and subslab) were not operational. 
The types of compounds found at higher concentrations varied when the ventilation 
-.ystems were switched on and off. Some contaminants, such as toluene, were detected 

c t higher concentrations when the ventilation systems were on. This might imply that there^ 
ii an external air pollution source. 

Al hough VOCs were found in soils at the Jackson Steel Site, the contaminants, their 
cc Tcentrations, and locations are not consistent with the elevated VOC concentrations 
foi nd in the soil gas and air samples from the former daycare center. 

A conceptual site modeP is depicted in Figure 13. 

The investigation also included the collection of deep soil samples from the parking lot 
located between the Jackson Steel Site and the former daycare center. See the discussion 

. in the "Soils" section, above. 

A conceptual site model illustrates contaminant sources, release mechanisms, exposure 
pathways, migration routes, and potential human and ecological receptors. 
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CURRENT AND POTENTIAL FUTURE SITE AND RESOURCE USES 

The property, which has been used for industrial/commercial purposes since at least 1970, 
is presently zoned for business use as retail or office space. The Village of Mineola is 
currently reviewing its master plan; there is a likelihood that the Jackson Steel property 
may be rezoned "residential" in the near future. 

The Site is bordered to the north by residential, single-family dwellings, to the east by 
multiple-family dwellings in a two-story apartment complex, to the south by a retail store 
arid a building that previously housed a daycare center, and to the west by an office 
building and restaurant. Predominantly commercial properties are located along Herricks 
Road to the west. 

The groundwater underlying the Site and downgradient is contaminated. Potable waterfor 
the Site and downgradient areas is obtained from public-supply sources. Although it is not 
likely that the groundwater underlying the property will be used for potable purposes in the 
foreseeable future, regional groundwater is a sole source of potable water and is 
designated as a drinking water source by NYSDEC. 

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

Based upon the results of the RI, a baseline human health risk assessment (HHRA)^° was 
conducted to evaluate the potential for current and future impacts of 1 ite-related 
contaminants on receptors using the Site. Under baseline conditions, the hun an health 
risks posed by the groundwater and the surface soil 'at the Site, as we II as the 
contaminants on the floor of the on-property building, are unacceptable. Tt e HHRA 
supports the selected remedy. 

Since the property includes a mostly paved industrial/commercial facility, there is minimal 
habitat available for ecological receptors on the property. Dueto the suburban/con- mercial 
setting, the potential for exposure to receptors and ecological risk is minimal in tlie area 
surrounding the property as well. A screening of ecological risks was, however, pertormed. 

Human Health Risk Assessment 

Consistent with Superfund policy and guidance, the baseline HHRA estimates wha: risks 
the Site poses if no action were taken to control or mitigate releases of hazardous 
substances. This assessment assumes that contaminant concentrations remain constant 
over the exposure periods evaluated in the HHRA. It provides the basis for taking action 

;;io The HHRA, which appears in the Remedial Investigation Report for the Jackson Steel 
Superfund Site, Mineola, New York, volumes 1 and 2 (C2HMHiil, June 2003), is available 
in the Administrative Record file. 
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and identifies the contaminants and exposure pathways that need to be addressed by the 
remedial action. 

A four-step process is utilized for assessing Site-related human health risks for reasonable 
maximum exposure scenarios. 

Identification of Contaminants of Concem: In this step, the contaminants of concern 
(COCs) at the Site in various media {i.e., soil, groundwater, surface water, and air) are 
identified based on such factors as toxicity, frequency of occurrence, and fate and 
transport of the contaminants in the environment, concentrations of the contaminants in 
specific media, mobility, persistence, and bioaccumulation. 

Tables 6 to 13 identify the COCs and the range of detected concentrations in the various 
media at the Jackson Steel Site. A variety of metals, VOCs, and some pesticides and 
PAHs were identified in the surface and subsurface soil and on the building floor. For 
these media, COCs included arsenic, benzo(a)pyrene, and benzene. VOCs, namely TCE 
and PCE), as well as arsenic, manganese, and iron were the main chemicals of concern 
in the groundwater. Tables 6 to 13 also present the exposure point concentrations (EPCs) 
for the COCs by media. The EPCs are the estimated concentrations in soil an(j 
groundwater at the point of human contact, and are used in the exposure assessment 
component of the quantitative risk evaluation to estimate cancer risk and noncancer health 
hazards. EPCs are calculated using the ProUCL program version 2.1 (EPA, 2002). 

F 'jgitive dust from surface soil was modeled using methods outlined in the RI report. 
V Diatile emissions migrating into indoor air through the building foundation and those 
vc'atilized when showering with groundwater were also modeled. The equations used to 
es imate exposure to contaminants found on the building floor can be found in Appendix 
H, "able 4.3, reasonable maximum exposure (RME), of the RI report. 

Lea i was evaluated using the EPA's Integrated Exposure-Uptake Biokinetic Model, as well 
as il 5 adult lead model. These models showed that the mean concentration of lead is not 
likel ;to produce health effects in exceedence of acceptable levels for either the residential 
or ini lustrial exposure scenario. 

Expo.-.ure Assessment: In this step, the different exposure pathways {e.g., soil, 
groundwater) through which people might be exposed to the contaminants identified in the 
previc JS step are evaluated. Factors relating to the exposure assessment include, but are 
not linrited to, the concentrations that people are or can be exposed to and the potential 
frequency (number of days per year) and duration of exposure (number of years). 

Concsptual Site Model. EPA evaluated both current and future exposure pathways for 
the RME individual. Based on current and future activities at the Site, EPA identified on-
property workers, adolescent trespasser, and future residents as potentially exposed 
individuals and also evaluated for each RME individual the potential for direct contact, 
ingestion, and inhalation of contaminants. Table 14 provides the rationale for inclusion 
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or exclusion of exposure pathways. Ingestion of and dermal contact with groundwater, 
as well as inhalation of groundwater vapors while showering, are the pathways of 
greatest concern. Although the groundwater is not currently being used on-property for 
drinking, it is designated a potable water supply, or Class GA, by the State of New York. 
Based on the groundwater classification, it was included as a potential future exposure 
pathway. 

Exposed Populations. The Site is currently an inactive facility. Therefore, the most likely 
potential current receptor is the trespasser/visitor, who is assumed to be 9 to 18 years 
of age. This receptor may be exposed through inhalation of, dermal contact with, and 
ingestion of surface soil. Future potential receptors include industrial workers (indoor and 
outdoor), trespassers/visitors, construction workers, and adujt and child (aged 0 to 6 
years) residents. Table 15 summarizes the future exposure pathways. 

Although currently an industrial/commercial property, residential exposure was evaluated 
for the Jackson Steel Site as a possible future land use. Only on-property exposure 
points were evaluated in this risk assessment. Use of the grounclwater below the Site, 
designated as a Class GA potable water supply, was evaluated as a potential exposure 
pathway (ingestion and showering) since the possibility of usage in the future exists. 

Exposure Parameters. The quantification of exposure is based on an estimate of the 
chronic daily intake, the average amount of the chemical contaminant entering the 
receptor's body per day. Data sources for the default exposure parameters Ui ed in the 
exposure assessment of this HHRA included: the Human Healtti Evaluation Manual, 
Supplemental Guidance: "Standard Default Exposure'Factors" (EPA, 19i?1), the 
Exposure Factors Handbook (EPA, 1997); and the Supplemental Guidaice for 
Developing Soil Screening Levels for Superfund Sites (EPA," 2001). Except when ? noted 
below, default exposure parameters, consistent with the receptor exposure, wen^ used 
in this assessment. 

Trespasser Exposure Assumptions. The trespasser scenario was based on profes; ional 
judgement to identify Site-specific activities. Based on Site-specific information, i was 
determined that the adolescent trespasser (aged 9 to 18 years)* would spend a maxi. num 
of 2 hours at the Site, 1 day per week for a total of 52 days per year for 9 years. 

Dermal Absorption Factor. Dermal exposure was based on the chemicals with derTial 
absorption factors listed in the Risk Assessment Guidance "for Superfund (RACS), 
Volume 1, PartE, Supplemental Guidance for Dermal Risk Assessment {EPA, 2001). All 
other chemicals were evaluated qualitatively. * 

Dermal Exposure to Groundwaten This pathway was evaluated using the methods 
described in RAGS, Volume 1, Part E, Supplemental Guidance for Dermal Risk 
Assessment (EPA, 2001). Details can be found in the June 2003 HHRA. 
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Toxicity Assessment: In this step, the types of adverse health effects potentially associated 
with exposures to contaminants at the Site and the relationship between the magnitude of 
exposure (dose) and severity of adverse effects (response) were determined. Cancer and 
noncancer toxicity for the COCs are summarized in Tables 16 and 17 based on exposure 
route (e.g., ingestion). 

Sources of Toxicitv Information. EPA's Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), which 
represents current consensus toxicity values, was used in the HHRA to evaluate the 
cancer risk and noncancer health effects of the COCs. In the absence of an IRIS value, 
toxicity information was obtained from the EPA's Health Effects Assessment Summary 
Tables, which has been reviewed by the National Center for Environmental Assessment 
(NCEA), or its Superfund Technical Support Center at NCEA. Chemicals lacking toxicity 
values were evaluated qualitatively. 

Cancen The Weight of Evidence classification system provides an indication of the 
likelihood of the chemical to cause cancer in humans. Classifications include known 
human carcinogen, probable human carcinogen, possible human carcinogen, non-
classifiable, and not known to cause cancer in humans. The Weight of Evidence is 
based on available human epidemiological studies and animal toxicity studies. The 
Cancer Slope Factor (CSF) is presented in units of milligram per kilogram per day and 
is used with exposure information to calculate the risk. The CSF represents an upper 
;)ound estimate of the potential of the chemical to cause cancer in humans. Table 16 
provides the Weight of Evidence and CSF for the COCs. 

Ncncancen Table 17 lists the target organs associated with critical effects for the 
rel srence doses (RfDs) used to evaluate the noncancer health effects and provides the 
RfDs used to evaluate noncancer toxicity including the critical effect. The toxicity 
ass .̂ ssment is primarily an evaluation of the chronic (7 years or more) adverse health 
effe* ;ts from exposure to contaminants. However, when available, subchronic toxicity 
valu "̂ s were identified for the construction worker since the exposure period is < 7 years. 
Chemical exposures exceeding the RfD do not predict specific disease. 

Oral ^fDs and CSFs were converted to dermal RfDs and CSFs using oral to dermal 
adjusiment factors from RAGS, Part E (EPA, 2001) as appropriate. 

Risk Chiracterization: This final step in the HHRA combines the exposure and toxicity 
informat on to provide a quantitative assessment of site risks. Exposures are evaluated 
based or the potential risk for developing cancer and the potential for noncancer health 
hazards. The methodology used to estimate the cancer risks and noncancer hazards are 
describee below. Additionally, the cancer risks and noncancer hazards considered to be 
of greates-t concern at the Site are summarized in these sections. 

Cancer risks and noncancer Hazard Indices (His) were calculated based on an estimate 
of the RME expected to occur under current and future conditions at the Site. The RME 
is defined as the highest exposure that is reasonably expected to occur at the Site. The 
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HHRA also estimated cancer risks and noncancer His based on the central tendency, or 
average, exposures at the Site. The decision is based on the RME exposures and 
associated cancer risks and noncancer His. 

Cancer Risks 

Cancer risk is expressed as a probability. For example, a 10"̂  cancer risk represents a 
"one in 10,000 excess cancer risk," or an increased risk of an individual developing cancer 
of one in 10,000 as a result of exposure to Site contaminants under the conciitions used 
in the Exposure Assessment. Under the federal Superfund program, as outlined in the 
NCP, EPA's goal of protection is an excess cancer risk of 10"® or less for the RME 
individual. The NCP acceptable cancer risk range is 10"̂  to 10"® (corresponding to one in 
10,000 to one in 1,000,000 excess cancer risk). 

Excess lifetime cancer risk is calculated from the following equation: 

Risk = CDIx CSF 

where: Risk = a unitless probability (e.g., 1 x 10'̂  of an individual developing cancer) 
CDI = Chronic Daily Intake averaged over 70 years (mg/kg-day) 
CSF = Cancer Slope Factor, expressed as (mg/kg-day)'^ 

Tables 18 and 19 present the total cancer risks posed by the COCs at the Site. The total 
caipcer risks represent the combined risks for the RME individual based on the COCs and 
the exposure routes. Table 19 provides the calculated risks to the central tenden.;y (or 
average) exposed individual. Table 20 summarizes those risks exceeding the NCF risk 
rarige by receptor and exposure medium. The table includes COCs that are risk dri 'er§. 

Based upon the results from the risk assessment, risks exceeding the risk range w 3re 
identified for the future adult inside industrial worker (7.9 x 10"'), future adult outsde 
industrial worker (7.3 x 10'), and the future adult/child resident (2!5 x 10 "^). The prim:(ry 
contributor to these risks were exposure to the groundwater. • 

Noncancer Health Hazards ^ 

The potential for noncancer health effects is evaluated by comparing an exposure level 
over a specified time period (e.g., 7 years or more) with an RfD derived for a simila-
exposure period. An RfD represents a level that an individual may be exposed to that is 
not expected to cause any adverse effects. The ratio of exposure to toxicity is expressed 
as a Hazard Quotient (HQ). An HQ less than 1 is not of concern. An HI represents the 
sum of the individual HQs for different chemicals and different media. A noncancer HI of 
less than 1 is not of concern. 

The HQ is calculated as follows: 
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Noncancer HQ = CDI/RfD 

where: CDI = Chronic daily intake (mg/kg-day) 
RfD = Reference dose (mg/kg-day) 

CDI and RfD are e)<p'ressed in the same units and represent the same exposure period 
{i.e., chronic or subchronic based on receptor exposure) 

Tables 21 and 22 summarize the noncancer His posed by the COCs. These tables also 
give details about the contribution of each chemical to the overall HI for each receptor. 
Table 21 provides noncancer HI for the RME individual and Table 22 provides the 
noncancer HI for the Central Tendency Exposure. Table 23 summarizes those His by 
receptor and exposure medium and highlights the COCs that are hazard drivers and their 
target organs. 

Based upon the results from the risk assessment, risks exceeding the HI were identified 
for the future adult inside industrial worker (30), future adult outside industrial worker (23), 
the future adult resident (51) and the future child resident (158). The primary contributor 
to these His were exposure to the groundwaten 

Uncertainties 

The process of evaluating human health cancer risks and noncancer health hazards 
invol 'es multiple steps. Inherent in each step of the process are uncertainties that 
ultimi-tely affect the final calculated cancer risks and noncancer health hazards. 
Uncei :ainties may exist in numerous areas. Important sources of uncertainty in this HHF^ 
are as follows: 

Derm il Exposure. Risks and hazards associated with dermal exposure to soil were not 
evaluated for many of the metals detected and retained as COCs in the soil or wipe 
sampl.3S and all of the VOCs detected and retained as COCs in the soil samples. There 
are no published dermal absorption factors for these constituents, so it is not possible to 
quantil/ these exposures and the associated risks and hazards. Risks from dermal 
exposure to soil and indoor contamination on the building floor may be underestimated. 

Wipe Sc mples. The method used to evaluate the samples was conservative and based 
upon tho approach developed by EPA, Region 3, which may tend to overestimate risk. 
The evaluation for the building floor considered both ingestion and dermal contact, 
including the amount of chemical deposited on skin, the fraction transferred from skin to 
mouth, tne skin surface available for contact, and the default worker exposure 
assumptions. 

Cancer Slope Factors. Carcinogenic risks generated are upper bound estimates on the 
potential carcinogenic risks, indicating that EPA is reasonably sure that the risks are at 
this level or below, which may tend to overestimate risk. 
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Trichloroethvlene. The TCE toxicity values used in this assessment are undergoing 
revisions by EPA through the IRIS process. The final assessment is not expected until 
2006, at the eariiest. The potential impacts of the reassessment on TCE toxicity values 
are not known at this time. 

Phvsical setting. While the Village of Mineola has indicated that it is anticipated that 
there will be a zoning change for the Site, future land use is often hard to identify with 
certainty as short-term planning and current land use in the near term {i.e., 1-5 years) 
may change substantially overtime {i.e., 10-20 years). Future use of the contaminate<J 
groundwater by residents or workers is estimated to pose a significant risk. Despite the 
fact that the groundwater at the Site is designated as a potable water supply, it is not 
currently being used as such, since there is a public water supply available. This may 
tend to overestimate the risk attributable to groundwater exposure. 

Daycare Center 

A supplement to the risk assessment (see "Indoor Air Risk Assessment at Tutor Time," 
Appendix M of the RI report) was conducted at the Tutor Time daycare centerto determine 
the cancer risks and noncancer hazards from potential exposures to chemical compounds 
in the indoor air, when the sub-slab yacuum extraction system and building ventilation 
systems were both on and off, at the former daycare center located near the Site. When 
both systems were on, the cancer risks to adult workers and children were within tho EPA's 
acceptable risk range. The noncancer hazard for adult workers slightly exceeded an HI 
of 1, but rio single target organ had an HI in excess of 1. For children, the HI was h igher, 
at 4.8, mostly due to the presence of carbon tetrachloride" whfch targets the liver. When 
both systems are off (worst-case scenario), the cancer risk to adult workers is in the i pper 
bound of the acceptable risk range (2 x 10"̂ ) because of the presence of TCE and F'CE. 
The cancer risk to children is within the acceptable risk range. The noncancer HI for £dult 
workers is below EPA's target level of 1. The HI is slightly above for children, at .^.3, 
because of the presence of carbon tetrachloride. 

Ecological Risk Assessment • 

EPA conducted a screening of ecological risks and concluded that property conditions ('o 
not necessitate a quantitative ecological risk assessment. A qualitative evaluation is 
sumrinarized below. 

Information from the NYSDEC Bureau of Wildlife indicates that there are no endangerec 
or threatened plant or animal species at or in the vicinity of the Site. Therefore, EPA 
evaluated potential exposure pathways for non-endangered and non-threatened animal 
an(!J plant species. Since the property includes a mostly paved industrial/commercial 
facility, there is minimal habitat available for ecological receptors on the property. Due to 

" Carbon tetrachloride is probably not Site-related. 
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the suburban/commercial setting, the potential for exposure to receptors and ecological risk 
is minimal in the area surrounding the property as well. 

Because the main medium of concern is groundwater, and the depth to the surface of the 
groundwater is approximately fifty feet bgs, direct contact with groundwater by ecological 
receptors is unlikely. Because there are no wetlands or surface water bodies on or in the 
immediate vicinity of the Site, there is no potential for contaminated groundwater to 
discharge into surface water. Therefore, groundwater is not considered to be an exposure 
pathway for ecological receptors. 

Soil samples did contain VOCs, some of which are present in concentrations greater than 
conservative screening criteria considered protective of soil invertebrate species. 
Therefore, there is a potential for an unacceptable risk to burrowing animals that may come 
into contact with these contaminated surface soils (zero to two-foot depth). 

Summary of Human Health and Ecological Risks 

The results of the risk assessment indicate that the unremediated Site may present an 
unacceptable noncancer hazard and an increased cancer risk to a future adult inside 
industrial worker, a future adult outside industrial worker, and any future on-property 
residents. The risks are mainly associated with exposures to groundwater in the Upper 
Glacic'land Magothy aquifers. Also, a workerexposed to dust from the building floor would 
face ap unacceptable cancer risk and noncancer HI. 

Contarr ination in the surface soil poses a potential unacceptable risk to burrowing animals 
that ma, come into contact with these soils. 

Basis fo. Action 

Based upi in the quantitative human-health risk assessment and the qualitative ecological 
evaluatior, EPA has determined that actual or threatened releases of hazardous 
substance,! from the Site, if not addressed by the response action selected in this ROD, 
may pres.e it a current or potential threat to human health and the environment. 

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

Remedial a:tion objectives are specific goals to protect human health and the 
environment These objectives are based on available information and standards, such 
as applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements (AFlARs), to-be-considered 
guidance, an J site-specific risk-based levels. 

The following remedial action objectives were established for the Site: 
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• Minimize or eliminate contaminant migration from contaminated soils and dry wells to the 
groundwater; 

• Minimize or eliminate any contaminant migration from contaminated soils and 
groundwater to indoor air; 

• Restore groundwater to levels which meet state and federal standards within a 
reasonable time frame; 

• Mitigate the migration of the affected groundwater; and 

• Reduce or eliminate any direct contact, ingestion, or inhalation threat associated with 
contaminated soils, soil vapor, contaminated surfaces in the on-property building, and 
groundwaten 

Soil cleanup objectives will be those established pursuant to the TAGM guidelines. These 
levels are the more stringent cleanup level between a human-health protection value and 
a value based on protection of groundwater as specified in the TAGM. All of these levels 
fall within EPA's acceptable risk range. 

Groundwater cleanup goals will be the more stringent of the state or federal promulgated 
standards. 

There is a likelihood that the Jackson Steel property, which is presently zoned for busint iss 
use, may be rezoned for residential use in the near future. Reaching the above-noted 
cleanup objectives will allow for business or residential use. 

DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES 

CERCLA §121 (b)(1), 42 U.S.C. §9621 (b)(1), mandates that remedial actions must be 
protective of human health and the environment, cost-effective, comply with ARARS, and 
utilize permanent solutions and alternative treatment technologies and resource recovery 
alternatives to the maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a 
preference for remedial actions which employ, as a principal element, treatment to 
permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility of the hazardous 
substances, pollutants and contaminants at a site. CERCLA §121 (d), 42 U.S.C. §9621 (d), 
further specifies that a remedial action must attain a level or standard of control of the 
hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants, which at least attains AF^Rs under 
federal and state laws, unless a waiver can be justified pursuant to CERCLA §121 (d)(4), 
42 U.S.C. §9621 (d)(4). 

As was noted previously, principal threat wastes are those source materials considered to 
be highly toxic and which present a significant risk to human health or the environment 
should exposure occur, or are highly mobile such that they generally cannot be reliably 
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contained. The decision to treat these wastes is made on a site-specific basis through a 
detailed analysis of alternatives using the remedy selection criteria which are described 
below. This analysis provides a basis for making a statutory finding that the remedy 
employs treatment as a principal element^^. 

Detailed descriptions of the remedial alternatives for addressing the contamination 
associated with the Site can be found in the FS report. This document presents five soil 
remediation alternatives, seven groundwater restoration alternatives, and three building 
floor alternatives. To facilitate the presentation and evaluation of these alternatives, the 
FS report alternatives were reorganized to formulate the remedial alternatives discussed 
below. 

It should be noted that although the FS report evaluated oxidation for the lower aquifer, this 
technology is not being considered for the lower aquifer because of the uncertainties 
regarding the application of this technology to the depths requiring groundwater restoration 
at the Site (down to 450 feet). Similarly, although the FS report evaluated bioremediation, 
this technology is not considered for either aquifer because of the uncertainties regarding 
favorable microbial conditions at the Site. 

The construction time for each alternative reflects only the time required to construct or 
implement the remedy and does not include the time required to design the remedy, or 
procure :;ontracts for design and construction. 

The remedial alternatives are: 

Source d ntrol Alternatives 

Alternative SC-1: No Action 

Capital Cost: 

Annual Operation and Maintenance 
Cost: 

Present-Worth Cost: 

Construction Time: 

$0 

$0 

$0 

0 months 

The Superfund program requires that the "no-action" alternative be considered as a 
baseline for comparison with the other alternatives. The no-action remedial alternative for 

^̂  A Guide to Principal Threat and Low Level Threat Wastes, U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response, 9380.3-06FS, November 1991. 
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soil does not include any physical remedial measures that address the problem of soil 
contamination at the property. 

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-property above levels 
that allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the Site be 
reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the review, remedial actions may be 
implemented to remove, treat, or contain the contaminated soils. 

Alternative SC-2: Excavation of Contaminated Soils and Exterior Sump and Dry 
Wells, Excavation of Contents of Interior Trench, Sumps, and Dry Well; Off-Site 
Treatment and/or Disposal; and Building Decontamination 

Capital Cost: $5,299,000 

Annual Operation and $0 

Maintenance Cost: 

'' Present-Worth Cost: $5,299,000 

Construction Time: 6 months 

This remedial alternative includes the excavation of all source-area soils down to tlie 
watertable, excavation of the two dry wells and sump located outside the building, an̂ :̂  
excavation of the contents of the dry well, sumps, and trench located inside the building 
and off-Site treatment and/or disposal. In addition, the building floor would be 
decontaminated through vacuuming and power washing. All vacuumed dust and wash 
water would be transported for treatment and/or disposal at an off-Site Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)-compliant facility. 

The estimated volume of contaminated soil to be excavated is 32,500 cubic yards 
(contamination is as deep as 50 feet). The actual extent of the excavation and the volume 
of ;the excavated material would be based on post-excavation confirmatory sampling. 
Shoring of the excavation and extraction and treatment of any water that enters the 
excavation in the source area would be necessary. 

The excavated areas would be backfilled with clean fill and the previously paved areas 
would be repaved. All excavated material would be characterized and transported for 
treatment and/or disposal at an off-Site RCRA-compliant facility. 
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Alternative SC-3: Excavation of Contaminated Surface Soils, Contents of Dry Wells 
and Sump Located Outside Building and Dry Well, Sumps, and Trench Located 
Inside Building; Off-Site Treatmentand/or Disposal; Treatment of VOC-Contamlnated 
Subsurface Soils Using In-Situ Vapor Extraction; and Building Decontamination 

Capital Cost: $1,008,000 

Annual Operation and $824,000 

Maintenance Cost: 

Present-Worth Cost: $2,383,000 

Construction Time: 6 months 

This alternative includes the excavation of all VOC-, SVOC-, and metal-contaminated 
surface soils located near the building which exceed the TAGM objectives and the 
excavation of the contents of the two dry wells and sump located outside the building and 
the dry well, sumps, and trench located inside the building. In addition, the building floor 
would be decontaminated as in Alternative SC-2. 

The estimated volume of contaminated soil to be excavated is 270 cubic yards. Excavation 
of the SLrface soil, sumps, and building trench would be to approximately two feet. The 
actual extent of the excavation and the volume of the excavated material would be based 
on post-e.' cavation confirmatory sampling. 

Under this alternative, the VOC-contaminated unsaturated subsurface soils would be 
remediateo by in-situ vapor extraction (ISVE). Under this treatment process, air would be 
forced throLgh a series of wells to volatilize the solvents contaminating the soils in the 
unsaturated zone (above the water table). The extracted vapors would be treated by 
granular actî  ated carbon and/or other appropriate technologies before being vented to the 
atmosphere. The exact configuration and number of vacuum extraction wells would be 
determined Q iring the remedial design. 

While the aerial period of operation of the ISVE system would be based upon soil 
sampling resul :s which demonstrate that the affected soils have been treated to soil TAGM 
objectives and indoor air VOC levels (attributable to the Site), if any, in the adjacent 
affected buildir gs are at acceptable health levels with the subslab vacuum extraction 
system turned off, it is estimated that the system would operate for a period of two years. 

During the couri e of the remediation, should the former daycare center or former billiards 
parior buildings be occupied, monitoring to assure that no unacceptable vapor exposure 
takes place will be instituted, and the ventilation systems installed during the RI will be 
appropriately maintained. 
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The excavated areas would be backfilled with clean fill and the previously paved areas 
wciuld be repaved. All excavated material would be characterized and transported for 
treatment and/or disposal at an off-Site RCRA-compliant facility. 

Groundwater Remedial Alternatives 

It should be noted that the cost estimates for groundwater Alternatives GW-2, GW-3, and 
GW-4 are based on the assumption that there will be treatment of the lower aquifen If 
treatment of only the upper aquifer is performed, the costs would be substantially less (see 
Appendix il. Table 25.) 

Alternative GW-1: No Action 

Capital Cost: 

Annual Monitoring Operation and 
Maintenance Cost: 

Present-Worth Cost: 

Construction Time: 

$0 

$0 

$0 

0 months 

The Superfund program requires that the "no-action" alternative be considered as a 
baseline for comparison with the other alternatives. The no-action remedial alternative 
would not include any physical remedial measur;es to address the groundwater contamina
tion at the Site. 

Based on groundwater modeling, it has been estimated that it would take 12 years for the 
groundwater to be restored to drinking water quality through dispersion, dilution and 
volatilization. 

Because this alternative would result in contaminants remaining on-property above levels 
that allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the Site be 
re\î iewed at least once every five years. If justified by the review, remedial actions may be 
implemented to remove or treat the wastes. 

Alternative GW-2: Groundwater Extraction and Treatment for Upper and Lower 
Aquifers 

Capital Cost: $2,476,000-
$3,029,000 
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Annual Operation, $682,000-
Maintenance, and Monitoring $727,000 
Cost: 

Present-Worth Cost: $6,387,000-
$6,652,000 

Construction Time: 6 months 

Under this alternative, four groundwater extraction wells would be installed in the Upper 
Glacial Aquifer in the source area. In consultation with NYSDEC, the extent of the off-
property groundwater contamination and its potential impact on the public water supply 
wells would be determined during the remedial design phase. Based on the evaluation of 
off-property grounclwater data that would be collected, if it is determined that Site-related 
contamination is affecting the aquifers, this alternative would be expanded, as necessary, 
to include the off-Site groundwater contamination and its potential impacts on the public 
water supply wells. 

The extracted water would be treated at an on-property facility by air stripping, carbon 
adsorption, and methods appropriate for the treatment of metals. The treated water would 
be reinjected into the aquifen 

Air strippinc; involves pumping untreated groundwater to the top of a "packed" column, 
which contai ns a specified amount of inert packing material. The column receives ambient 
air under pre ;sure in an upward direction from the bottom of the column as the water flows 
downward, tn msferring VOCs to the air phase. The air-stripping process would be followed 
by a ground vater polishing system using granular activated carbon and/or other 
appropriate te'hnologies. To comply with NewYork State air guidelines, granular activated 
carbon treatm^mt of the air strippers' air exhaust streams may be necessary. 

In consultation ̂ /ith NYSDEC, the extent ofthe off-property groundwater contamination and 
its potential im )act on the public water supply wells would be determined during the 
remedial desigr phase. Based on the evaluation of off-property groundwater data that 
would be collec:ed, if it is determined that Site-related contamination is affecting the 
aquifer, this alternative would be expanded, as necessary, to include the off-property 
groundwater con amination and its potential impacts on the public water supply wells. 

Based on groundwater modeling, it has been estimated that it would take two years to 
restore the upper aquifer and eight years for the groundwater in the lower aquifer to be 
restored to drink'ng water quality (six years if both on-property and off-property 
groundwater extraction wells are used) under this alternative. 

If the evaluation of the off-property groundwater data indicates that the Site is the source 
of the contamination in the lower aquifer, it would take more than five years to attain 
remedial action objectives and cleanup levels for the groundwater under this alterative. 
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Consequently, a review would be conducted within five years after initiation of remedial 
action to ensure that the remedy is, or would be, protective of human health and the 
environment. 

Alternative GW-3: In-Situ Oxidation for Treatment of Upper Aquifer and Groundwater 
Extraction and Treatment for Lower Aquifer^' 

Capital Cost: $1,750,000-
$2,303,000 

Annual Operation, $413,000-
Maintenance and Monitoring $458,000 
Cost: 

Present-Worth Cost: $4,159,000-
$4,425,000 

Construction Time: 6 months 

This alternative is the same as Alternative GW-2, except instead of extracting 
contaminated groundwater from the Upper Glacial Aquifer, an oxidizing agent^", such as 
potassium permanganate (KMn04), hydrogen peroxide (HjOj), or ozone/air would be 
injected via approximately 12 wells installed in the Upper Glacial Aquifer in the source area. 
Under this process, the oxidizing agent would transform the VOCs into less toxic 
compounds or to carbon dioxide, and waten Bench- and pilot-scale treatability studies 
would be performed to optimize the effectiveness of the injection system and to determine 
optimum oxidant delivery rates and locations for the injection-well points. 

Based on the evaluation of off-property groundwater data that would be collected, if it is 
determined that Site-related contamination is affecting the aquifer, this alternative would 
be expanded, as necessary, to include the off-property groundwater contamination and its 
potential impacts on the public water supply wells. 

Based on groundwater modeling, it has been estimated that it would take one month to 
restore the upper aquifer and eight years for the groundwater in the lower aquifer to be 

^' The Proposed Plan described Alternative GW-3 as in-situ chemical oxidation for treatment 
of upper aquifer and groundwater extraction and treatment for lower aquifer. So as to 
expand the range of possible oxidation technologies that might be employed, the reference 
to chemical oxidation has been eliminated. In addition, ozone/air has been added to the 
description of the alternative as another example. 

• * An oxidizing agent uses oxygen to degrade VOCs. 
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restored to drinking water quality (six years if both on-property and off-property 
groundwater extraction wells are used) under this alternative. 

If the evaluation of the off-property groundwater data indicates that the Site is the source 
of the contamination in the lower aquifer, it will take more than five years to attain cleanup 
levels for the groundwater. Consequently, if the Site is determined to be the source of the 
contamination in the lower aquifer, a review would be conducted within five years after 
initiation of remedial action to ensure that the remedy is, or will be, protective of human 
health and the environment. 

Alternative GW-4: In-Situ Air Sparging for Treatment of Upper Aquifer and 
Groundwater Extraction and Treatment for Lower Aquifer 

Capital Cost: $1,189,000-
$1,742,000 

Annual Operation, Maintenance, $673,500-
and Monitoring Cost: $718,500 

Present-Worth Cost: $4,168,000-
$4,433,000 

Construction Time: 6 months 

This alternative is the same as Alternative GW-2, except instead of extracting 
contaminated g.oundwater from the Upper Glacial Aquifer, it would be treated with air 
sparging. 

Air sparging invoh es injecting air, underpressure, into the aquifer via injection wells. Under 
this process, bubbles are formed from the injected air, which strip the VOCs from the 
groundwater. A v ipor extraction system would be used to remove the generated vapors. 

Based on the eval jation of off-property groundwater data that would be collected, if it is 
determined that Si,9-related contamination is affecting the aquifer, this alternative would 
be expanded, as necessary, to include the off-property groundwater contamination and its 

L potential impacts oi the public water supply wells. 

.Based on groundwater modeling, it has been estimated that it would take two years to 
restore the upper aquifer and eight years for the groundwater in the lower aquifer to be 
restored to drinking water quality (six years if both on-property and off-property 
groundwater extraction wells are used) under this alternative. 

If the evaluation of the off-property groundwater data indicates that the Site is the source 
of the contamination in the lower aquifer, it would take more than five years to attain 
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remedial action objectives and cleanup levels for the groundwater under this alterative. 
Consequently, a review would be conducted within five years after initiation of remedial 
action to ensure that the remedy is, or would be, protective of human health and the 
environnient. 

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES 

In selecting a remedy, EPA considered the factors set out in CERCLA Section 121, 42 
U.S.C. §9621, by conducting a detailed analysis of the viable remedial alternatives 
pursuant to the NCP, 40 CFR §300.430(e)(9), and OSWER Directive 9355.3-01 {Guidance 
for Conducting Remedial Investigations and Feasibility Studies under CERCLA: Interim 
Final, October 1988). The detailed analysis consisted of an assessment of the individual 
alternatives against each of nine evaluation criteria and a comparative analysis focusing 
upon the relative performance of each alternative against those criteria. 

The ifollowing "threshold" criteria are the most important and must be satisfied by any 
alternative in order to be eligible for selection: 

1. Overall protection of human health and the environment addresses whether or not 
' a remedy provides adequate protection and describes how risks posed through 
each exposure pathway (based on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are 
eliminated, reduced, or controlled through treatment, engineering controls, or institu
tional controls. 

2. Compliance with AFl^Rs addresses whether or not a remedy would meet all of the 
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements of other federal and state 
environmental statutes and regulations or provide grounds for invoking a waiveV. 
Other federal or state advisories, criteria, or guidance are TBCs. TBCs are not 
required by the NCP, but may be very useful in determining what is protective of a 
site or how to carry out certain actions or requirements. 

The following "primary balancing" criteria are used to make comparisons and to identify the 
major tradeoffs between alternatives: 

3. Long-Term effectiveness and permanence refers to the ability of a remedy to 
maintain reliable protection of human health and the environment over time, once 
cleanup goals have been met. It also addresses the magnitude and effectiveness 
of the measures that may be required to manage the risk posed by treatment 
residuals and/or untreated wastes. 

4. Reduction of toxicity, mobility, or volume through treatment is the anticipated 
performance of the treatment technologies, with respect to these parameters, a 
remedy may employ. 
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5. Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of time needed to achieve protection 
and any adverse impacts on human health and the environment that may be posed 
during the construction and implementation period until cleanup goals are achieved. 

6. Implementability is the technical and administrative feasibility of a remedy, including 
the availability of materials and services needed to implement a particular option. 

7. Cost includes estimated capital, O&M, and net present-worth costs. 

The following "modifying" criteria are used in the final evaluation of the remedial 
alternatives afterthe formal comment period, and may prompt modification of the preferred 
remedy that was presented in the Proposed Plan: 

8. State acceptance indicates whether, based on its review of the RI/FS report, RI/FS 
report addendum, and Proposed Plan, the State concurs with, opposes, or has no 
comments on the selected remedy. 

9. Community acceptance refers to the public's general response to the alternatives 
described in the RI/FS report, RI/FS report addendum, and Proposed Plan. 

A comparative analysis of these alternatives based upon the evaluation criteria noted 
above, follows 

Overall Protec, ion of Human Health and the Environment 

Alternative SC-1 no action) would not be protective of human health and the environment, 
since it would no' actively address the contaminated soils, which present unacceptable 
risks of exposure and are a source of groundwater contamination. Alternative SC-2 
(excavation of coni aminated soils down to the watertable, contents of the dry wells, sumps, 
and trench, and off-Site treatment/disposal), and Alternative SC-3 (excavation of 

- contaminated surf-ce soils, contents of the dry wells, sumps, and trench, and off-Site 
- treatment/disposal, and ISVE for subsurface contaminated soils) would be protective of 

human health and ti-e environment, since each alternative relies upon a remedial strategy 
^and/or treatment technology capable of eliminating human exposure and removing the 
source of groundwa^ er contamination in the unsaturated zone. Under these alternatives, 
the contaminants wc^uld either be treated on-property or treated/disposed of off-Site. 
) 
Alternative GW-1 (no action) would be the least protective groundwater alternative in that 
it̂  would result in no active measures to restore groundwater quality to drinking water 
^andards. Based on iiydrogeological modeling presented in AppendixG of the FS report, 
the contaminant mass is projected to decrease over time, as contaminated groundwater 
migrates. Under this alternative, the restoration of the groundwater would take a longer 
time (an estimated 12 years) in comparison to the other alternatives. All three of the active 
groundwater alternatives are estimated to restore groundwater quality in the lower aquifer 
in 6-8 years and, therefore, would be protective of human health and the environment. The 
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restoration of the upper aquifer, which is more likely to affect soil vapor content of the 
overlying soils, is achieved at distinct time frames for the three groundwater treatment 
alternatives. Specifically, for Alternative GW-3 (in-situ chemical oxidation for treatment of 
upper aquifer and groundwater extraction and treatment for lower aquifer), the upper 
aquifer is anticipated to be cleaned in one month. This time-frame is much faster than for 
Alternative GW-2 (groundwater extraction and treatment for upper and lower aquifers) and 
Alternative GW-4 (in-situ air sparging for treatment of upper aquifer and groundwater 
extraction and treatment for lower aquifer) for which the cleanup time-frames are both two 
years. Therefore, in terms of reducing soil vapors emanating from the upper aquifer. 
Alternative GW-3 would be the most protective of human health and the environment. 

Compliance with ARARs 

There are currently no federal or state promulgated standards for contaminant levels in 
soils, only New York State soil cleanup objectives as specified in the soil TAGM (which are 
used as "To-Be-Considered" criteria). 

Since the contaminated soils would not be addressed under Alternative SC-1 (no action), 
this alternative would not comply with the soil cleanup objectives. Alternative SC-2 
(excavation of contaminated soils down to the watertable, contents of the dry wells, sumps, 
and trench, and off-Site treatment/disposal), and Alternative SC-3 (excavation of 
contaminated surface soils, contents of the dry wells, sumps, and trench, and off-Site 
treatment/disposal, and ISVE for subsurface contaminated soils) would attain the soil 
cleanup objectives specified in the TAGM. 

Alternative SC-2 and Alternative SC-3 would be subject to New York State and federal 
regulations related to the transportation and off-Site treatment/disposal of wastes. 
Alternatives SC-2 and SC-'3 would involve the excavation of contaminated soils and would, 
therefore, require compliance with fugitive dust and VOC emission regulations. In the case 
of Alternative SC-3, compliance with air emission standards would be required forthe ISVE 
system, as well. Specifically, treatment of off-gases would have to meet the substantive 
requirements of New York State Regulations for Prevention and Control of Air 
Contamination and Air Pollution (6 NYCRR Part 200 et seq.) and comply with the 
substantive requirements of other state and federal air emission standards. 

EPA and NYSDOH have promulgated health-based protective MCLs (40 CFR Part 141, 
and 10 NYCRR, Chapter 1), which are enforceable standards for various drinking water 
contaminants (chemical-specific ARARs). The upper and lower aquifers are classified as 
Class GA (6 NYCRR 701.18), meaning that they are designated as a potable water supply. 
Although the groundwater at the Site is not presently being utilized as a potable water 
source, achieving MCLs in the groundwater is an applicable or relevant and appropriate 
standard, because area groundwater is a source of drinking waten 

Alternative GW-1 would rely on natural attenuation to eventually restore the groundwaten 
It is estimated that under this alternative, it would take approximately 12 years to achieve 
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chemical-specific ARARs. All three of the active groundwater alternatives would be 
effective in reducing groundwater contaminant concentrations to below MCLs in a shorter 
time frame than GW-1. 

Any emissions from the air stripper under Alternatives GW-2, GW-3, and GW-4 would be 
required to comply with the substantive requirements of state and federal air emission 
standards. 

Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Alternative SC-1 would involve no active remedial measures and, therefore, would not be 
effective in eliminating the potential exposure to contaminants in soil and would allow the 
continued migration of contaminants from the soil to the groundwater. Alternative SC-2 and 
Alternative SC-3 would both be effective in the long term and would provide permanent 
remediation by either removing the contaminated soils from the Site or treating them on-
property. 

Alternative SC-3 would generate treatment residuals which would have to be appropriately 
handled. 

Alternative GW-1 would be the least effective in the long term in restoring groundwater 
quality, since it vould rely solely upon natural attenuation to restore groundwaten The 
active measures imder Alternatives GW-2, GW-3, and GW-4 would be more effective in 
the long-term in restoring groundwater quality. 

Alternatives GW-2, GW-3, and GW-4 may generate treatment residuals which would have 
to be appropriately ,iandled. 

Reduction in Toxic ty, Mobility, or Volume Through Treatment 

Alternative SC-1 wojid provide ho reduction in toxicity, mobility or volume. Under 
Alternative SC-2, the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the contaminants would be eliminated 
by removing the contaminated soil from the property. Under Alternative SC-3 the toxicity, 
nnobility, and volume o contaminants would be reduced or eliminated through on-property 
treatment and by remcving the contaminated soil from the property. 

Alternative GW-1 woL;ld not effectively reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of 
contaminants in the grot ndwater, as this alternative involves no active remedial measures. 
Alternatives GW-2, GV\-3, and GW-4 would reduce the toxicity, mobility, or volume of 
contaminants in the grc>undwater through treatment at the source, thereby satisfying 
CERCLA's preference for treatment. 
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Short-Term Effectiveness 

Alternative SC-1 does not include any physical construction measures in any areas of 
contamination and, therefore, would not present any potential adverse impacts to on-
property workers or the community as a result of its implementation. Alternatives SC-2 and 
SC-3 could present some limited adverse impacts to on-property workers through dermal 
contact and inhalation related to excavation activities. Alternative SC-3 could also result 
in some adverse impacts to on-property workers through dermal contact and inhalation 
related to the installation of ISVE wells through contaminated soils. Noise from the 
excavation work and from the treatment unit associated with Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3 
could present some limited adverse impacts to on-property workers and nearby residents. 
In addition, interim and post-remediation soil sampling activities would pose some risk. 
The risks to on-property workers and nearby residents under all of the alternatives could, 
however, be mitigated by following appropriate health and safety protocols, by exercising 
sound engineering practices, and by utilizing proper protective equipment. 

Alternative SC-2 would require the off-Site transport of a significant volume of 
contaminated soil, which may pose the potential for traffic accidents, which in turn could 
result in releases of hazardous substances. Alternative SC-3 would also require the 
off-Site transport of contaminated soil, but at a volume substantially less than Alternative 
SC-2. 

Under Alternative SC-2, substantial disturbance of the land during excavation activities 
could affect the surface water hydrology of the property. For Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3, 
there is a potential for increased stormwater runoff and erosion during excavation and 
construction activities that would have to be properiy managed to prevent or minimize any 
adverse impacts. For these alternatives, appropriate measures would have to be taken 
during excavation activities to prevent transport of fugitive dust and exposure of workers 
and: downgradient receptors to VOCs. 

Since no actions would be performed under Alternative SC-1, there would be no 
implementation time. It is estimated that it would take six months to excavate and transport 
the contaminated soils, contents of the dry wells, sumps, and trench contents to an EPA-
approved treatment/disposal facility under Alternative SC-2. It is estimated that Alternative 
SC-3 would require six months to excavate and transport the contaminated surface soils, 
contents of the dry wells, sumps, and trench to an EPA-approved treatment/disposal 
facility and to install the ISVE system and two years to achieve the soil cleanup objectives. 

All of the action groundwater alternatives could present some limited adverse short-term 
inipacts to on-property workers through dermal contact and inhalation related to 
groundwater sampling activities. Alternative GW-2, Alternative GW-3, and Alternative GW-
4 could present adverse impacts to on-property workers, since these alternatives would 
involve the installation of groundwater extraction, air sparging, and/or oxidation agent 
injection wells through potentially contaminated soils and groundwaten Alternative GW-3 
could pose more adverse impacts than Alternatives GW-2 and GW-4, since it would 
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require the installation of significantly more well points than Alternatives GW-2 and GW-4. 
Noise from the treatment units associated with Alternatives GW-2, GW-3, and GW-4 could 
present some limited adverse impacts to on-property workers and nearby residents. The 
risks to on-property workers and nearby residents under all of the alternatives could, 
however, be minimized by following appropriate health and safety protocols, by exercising 
sound engineering practices, and by utilizing proper protective equipment. 

Since no activities would be performed under Alternative GW-1, no time would be required 
to implement this alternative. It is estimated that the groundwater restoration systems 
under Alternative GW-2, Alternative GW-3, and Alternative GW-4 would be constructed in 
six months. 

Based on groundwater modeling, it has been estimated that it would take 12 years for the 
groundwater in the upper and lower aquifers to be restored to drinking water quality 
through dispersion, dilution and volatilization under Alternative GW-1. Alternatives GW-2, 
GW-3, and GW-4, with similar configurations with respect to the lower aquifer, would all 
require approximately eight years to restore the lower aquifer (six years if both on-property 
and off-property groundwater extraction wells are used). With varying technologies. 
Alternatives GW-2, GW-3, and GW-4 would require an estimated two years, 1 month, and 
two years, respectively, to restore the upper aquifer. The actual time for the groundwater 
to be restored under all of the alternatives may vary and may need to be refined based on 
the results of groui^dwater monitoring and, as appropriate, groundwater modeling. 

Implementability 

Alternative SC-1 wou d be the easiest to implement, as there are no activities to undertake. 
Potentially difficult factors related to the excavation of soils down to fifty feet bgs adjacent 
to the on-property bull iing and on a property that is so small may need to be resolved for 
Alternative SC-2. Alton ative SC-3 would be much easier to implement than Alternative SC-
2,,since large-scale so:! excavation and handling would not be required. Also, because 
of space limitations, sti ging the excavated soil for off-property treatment/disposal under 
Alternative SC-2 may p ove difficult. 

Both soil action alternati 'es would employ technologies known to be reliable and that can 
be readily implemented. In addition, equipment, services, and materials needed for these 
altematives are readily available, and the actions under these alternatives would be 
administratively feasible. Sufficient facilities are available for the treatment/disposal of the 
excalyated materials unde r Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3. 

Under Alternatives SC-2 ^nd SC-3, determining the extent of the excavation could be 
easily,accomplished through post-excavation soil sampling and analysis. Monitoring the 
effectiveness of the ISVE system under Alternative SC-3 would be easily accomplished 
through soil and soil-vapor sampling and analysis. 
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Alternative GW-1 would be the easiest to implement, since it would not entail the 
peirformance of any activities. The in-situ chemical oxidation and the air sparging systems 
for the upper aquifer under Alternative GW-3, and GW-4, respectively, and groundwater 
extraction and treatment systems under Alternatives GW-2, GW-3, and GW-4 would be 
relatively easy to implement. For Alternative GW-3, the oxidant application rate and the 
rate of the oxidation reaction would need to be carefully monitored and adjusted, as 
needed, during implementation to ensure that the oxidants do not reach the municipal 
water supply wells and that the amount of heat and gases generated during the application 
of the oxidants is properly controlled. 

Air sparging, as a general rule, is only effective to a depth of fifty feet below the water table. 
At the Site, the saturated thickness of the upper aquifer plume is more than one hundred 
feet. Consequently, bench- and pilot-scale treatability studies would be required to verify 
its effectiveness. Bench and pilot-scale treatability studies would also be required to verify 
the effectiveness of the in-situ chemical oxidation system. 

The groundwater extraction and treatment system that would be used under all three 
treatment alternatives has been implemented successfully at numerous sites to extract, 
treat, and hydraulically control contaminated groundwater. Extracting contaminated 
groundwater from the lower aquifer in off-property areas would, however, be more difficult 
to.implement than extracting contaminated groundwater from the lower aquifer in on-
prbperty areas. While there is sufficient space on the property for most of the constructed 
components of each of the active groundwater alternatives, if off-property groundwater 
extraction and treatment were required, it would necessitate the installation of piping and 
other components in the street right-of-way, potentially complicated by the presence of 
utilities; it would also affect traffic during construction. 

The air stripping and granular activated carbon technologies that would be used for 
groundwater treatment in all three alternatives are proven and reliable in achieving the 
specified performance goals and are readily available. 

Cost 

The present-worth cost associated with Alternative SC-3 is calculated using a discount rate 
of! 3.2% and a 2-year time interval. The present-worth costs associated with the lower 
aquifer components of the groundwater alternatives are calculated using the same discount 
rate and an eight-year time interval for the action alternatives if only on-property 
groundwater extraction wells are used and a six-year time interval if both on-property and 
off-property groundwater extraction wells are used. The present-worth costs associated 
with the upper aquifer components of the groundwater alternatives are calculated using a 
discount rate of 3.2% and five-year and two-year time frames, respectively, for Alternative 
GVV-2 and Alternative GW-4. Although the time required to implement Alternative GW-3 
(in-situ chemical oxidation for treatment of upper aquifer and groundwater extraction and 
treatment for lower aquifer) is less than a year, the present-worth costs were calculated 
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using a five-year time interval to allow for additional testing and treatment should a 
reoccurrence of contaminants occun 

The estimated capital, operation, maintenance, and monitoring (OM&M), and present-worth 
costs for each of the alternatives are presented below. 

Alternative 

SC-1 

SC-2 

SC-3 

GW-1 

GW-2 

GW-3 

GW-4 

Capital 

$0 

$5,299,000 

$1,008,000 

$0 

$2,476,000-$3,029,000 

$1,750,000-$2,303,000 

$1,189,000-$1,742,000 

Annual OM&M 

$0 

$0 

$824,000 

$0 

$682,000-$727,000 

$413,000-$458,000 

$673,500-$718,500 

Total Present-Worth 

$0 

$5,299,000 

$2,383,000 

$0 

$6,387,000-$6.652,000 

$4,159,000-$4,425,000 

$4,168,000-$4,433,000 

As can be seen by the cost estimates. Alternative SC-1 is the least costly soil alternative 
at $0. Alternative SC-2 is the most costly soil alternative at $5,299,000. The least costly 
groundwater remedy is Alternative GW-1 at $0. Alternative GW-2 is the most costly 
groundwater alternative, estimated to range from $6,387,000-6,652,000, depending on 
whether groundwater Tom the lower aquifer is extracted only from on-property wells (lower 
cost) or from both on-nroperty and off-property wells (higher cost.) 

State Acceptance 

NYSDEC concurs with the selected remedy; a letter of concurrence is attached (see 
Appendix IV). 

Coihmunity Acceptanc} 

Comments received during the public comment period indicate that the public generally 
supports the selected ren edy. These comments are summarized and addressed in the 
Responsiveness Summar;', which is attached as Appendix V to this document. 

PRINCIPAL THREAT WAS TE 

The NCP establishes an expectation that EPA will use treatment to address the principal 
threats posed by a site wherever practicable (NCP Section 300.430 (a)(1)(iii)(A)). The 
"principal threat" concept is applied to the characterization of "source materials" at a 
Superfund site. A source material is material that includes or contains hazardous 
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substances, pollutants, or contaminants that act as a reservoir for the migration of 
contamination to groundwater, surface water, or air, or act as a source for direct exposure. 
Principal threat wastes are those source materials considered to be highly toxic or highly 
mobile that generally cannot be reliably contained, or would present a significant risk to 
human health or the environment should exposure occur. The decision to treat these 
wastes is made on a site-specific basis through a detailed analysis of alternatives, using 
the remedy selection criteria which are described below. This analysis provides a basis 
for making a statutory finding that the remedy employs treatment as a principal element. 

PCE, TCE, 1,1,1-TCA, cis-1,2-DCE, and 1,1-DCAarepresent in soil gas at the Site, with 
the highest concentrations being located in the area around the former dry wells. These 
compounds are highly mobile, cannot be reliably contained, and would present a significant 
risk to human health or the environment should exposure occur. Therefore, these 
compounds would constituent a principal threat waste. 

Both Alternative SC-2 (excavation of contaminated soils down to the water table, contents 
of the dry wells, sumps, and trench, and off-Site treatment/disposal) and Alternative SC-3 
(excavation of contaminated surface soils, contents of the dry wells, sumps, and trench, 
and off-Site treatment/disposal, and ISVE for subsurface contaminated soils) would 
address source materials constituting principal threats by excavating the contents of the 
dry wells, sumps, and trench and excavating and/or in-situ treatment of the contaminated 
subsurface soils. However, only Alternative SC-3 would involve treatment of the VOC-
contaminated soils, thereby satisfying the preference for treatment. 

SELECTED REMEDY 

Summary of the Rationale for the Selected Remedy 

Based upon consideration of the requirements of CERCLA, the detailed analysis of the 
alternatives, and public comments, EPA has determined that Alternative SC-3 (excavation 
of contaminated surface soils, contents of the dry wells, sumps, and trench, and off-Site 
treatment/disposal, and ISVE for subsurface contaminated soils) and Alternative GW-3 (in-
situ oxidation for treatment of upper aquifer and groundwater extraction and treatment for 
lower aquifer) best satisfy the requirements of CERCLA Section 121, 42 U.S.C. §9621, 
and provide the best balance of tradeoffs among the remedial alternatives with respect to 
the NCP's nine evaluation criteria, 40 CFR §300.430(e)(9). 

While Alternative SC-2 and Alternative SC-3, would both effectively achieve the soil 
cleanup levels. Alternative SC-2 would be significantly more expensive than Alternative 
SC-3. In addition, potentially difficult factors related to the excavation of soils down to fifty 
feet bgs adjacent to on-property buildings, and to the staging of the excavated soil for off-
Site treatment/disposal in such a limited area, would render Alternative SC-2 more difficult 
to implement than Alternative SC-3. 
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While Alternative SG-3 would take longer to achieve the soil cleanup levels than Alternative 
SC-2 (an estimated two years versus six months), considering that the groundwater 
component of the selected remedy would address the contaminated groundwater in an 
estimated eight years, the increase in the time needed to clean up the soil would not be 
a significant concern. Therefore, EPA believes that Alternative SC-3 will effectuate the soil 
cleanup while providing the best balance of tradeoffs with respect to the evaluation criteria. 

All three of the active treatment groundwater alternatives are estimated to take eight years 
to restore groundwater quality in the lower aquifer (six years, if both on-property and off-
property groundwater extraction wells are used). Restoration of the upper aquifer, which 
is more likely to affect the soil vapor content of the overiying soils, is estimated to be 
achieved in one nrionth for the selected alternative. Alternative GW-3, whereas the time 
needed for upper aquifer cleanup by Alternatives GW-2 and GW-4 are both two years. 
Finally, the cost of Alternative GW-2 is approximately fifty percent greater than the cost of 
Alternatives GW-3 and GW-4, which have similar costs. Therefore, EPA has identified 
Alternative GW-3 as its selected groundwater alternative since it will effectuate the 
groundwater cleanup while providing the best balance of tradeoffs among the alternatives 
with respect to the evaluation criteria. 

The selected remedy is believed to provide the greatest protection of human health and 
the environment, provide the greatest long-term effectiveness, be able to achieve the 
ARARs more quickly, or as quickly, as the other alternatives, and is cost-effective. 
Therefore, the selected remedy will provide the best balance of tradeoffs among 
alternatives with respect to the evaluation criteria. EPA and NYSDEC believe that the 
selected remedy will treat principal threats, be protective of human health and the 
environment, comply wilh ARARs, be cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and 
alterinative treatment tecnnologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum 
extent practicable. The selected remedy also will meet the statutory preference for the use 
of treatment as a principal element. 

Description of the Selected Remedy 

The major components of the selected remedy include the following: 

Excavation of the surface soils located near the building which are contaminated 
with VOCs, semi-volaiile organic compounds, pesticides and metals and excavation 
of the contents of the two dry wells and sump located outside the building and the 
dry well, sumps, and trench located inside the building. Confirmatory sampling will 
be conducted to ensure that all contaminated soils above the cleanup objectives 
have been removed. The excavated areas will be backfilled with clean fill and 
previously paved areas will be repaved. All excavated material will be characterized 
and transported for trea tment anci/or disposal at an off-Site RCFlA-compliant facility. 

• Treatment of the VOC-contaminated unsaturated subsurface soils using in-situ 
vapor extraction in on-property source areas and underneath two adjacent affected 
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buildings. The extracted vapors will be treated by granular activated carbon and/or 
other appropriate technologies before being vented to the atmosphere. Post-
treatment confirmatory soil samples will be collected to ensure that the unsaturated 
subsurface soil source area has been effectively treated to meet the cleanup 
objectives. 

Decontamination of the building floor through vacuuming and power washing. All 
vacuumed dust and wash water will be transported for treatment and/or disposal at 
an off-Site RCF^-compliant facility. 

In-situ treatment of the contaminated groundwater in the upper aquifer in the source 
area with an oxidizing agent, such as potassium permanganate, hydrogen peroxide, 
or ozone/air. The oxidizing agent will transform the VOCs into less toxic compounds 
or to carbon dioxide, and water. The exact configuration and number of injection 
wells will be determined during the remedial design. The system will be operated 
until state and federal groundwater standards are attained in the groundwaten 

Collection of the contaminated groundwater in the lower aquifer with extraction wells 
if confirmatory sampling during the remedial design phase indicates that the Site is 
the source of the contamination. The size of a groundwater extraction system in the 
lower aquifer will be defined during the design phase based upon whether or not 
contamination from the Site is impacting or potentially impacting the aquifer at off-
property locations. 

If contaminated groundwater is extracted from the lower aquifer, treatment of the 
water at an on-property facility by air stripping, carbon adsorption, and methods 
appropriate for treatment of metals. The treated water will be reinjected into the 
aquifer. 

In consultation with NYSDEC, the extent of the off-property groundwater 
contamination and its potential impact on the public water supply wells will be 
determined during the remedial design phase. Based on the evaluation of off-
property groundwater data that will be collected, if it is determined that site-related 
contamination is affecting the aquifer, the selected remedy will be expanded, as 
necessary, to include the off-property groundwater contamination and its potential 
impacts on the public water supply wells. 

Long-term groundwater monitoring to verify that the concentrations and the extent 
of groundwater contaminants are declining, that the remedies remain effective and 
public water supplies are protected. The frequency and parameters of sampling 
and the location of any additional monitoring wells will be determined during the 
design phase. 
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Bench- and pilot-scale treatability studies and groundwater modeling will be performed to 
optimize the effectiveness of the injection system and to determine optimum installation 
locations for the injection-well points. 

During the course of the remediation, should the former daycare center or former billiards 
parior buildings be occupied, monitoring to assure that no unacceptable vapor exposure 
takes place will be instituted, and the ventilation systems installed during the RI will be 
appropriately maintained. 

The selected remedy, once fully implemented, will not result in hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining on-Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure. However, if the confirmatory sampling during the remedial design 
phase indicates that the Site is the source of the contamination in the lower aquifer, it will 
take more than five years to attain remedial action objectives and cleanup levels for the 
groundwaten Consequently, if the Site is determined to be the source of the contamination 
in the lower aquifer, a review will be conducted within five years after initiation of remedial 
action to ensure that the remedy is, or will be, protective of human health and the 
environment. If justified by the review, additional remedial actions may be implemented. 

Summary of the Estimated Remedy Costs 

Theestimated capital, annual O&M, and present-worth costs (using a 3.2% discount rate 
for a period of two yeart) for the selected soil remedy are $1,008,000, $824,000, and 
$2,383,000, respectively. The estimated capital, annual O&M and monitoring, and 
present-worth costs (using a 3.2% discount rate for a period of five years) forthe selected 
groundwater remedy are 31,750,000-$2,303,000, $413,000-$458,000, and $4,159,000-
$4,425,000, respectively, "ables 24 and 25 provide the basis for the cost estimates for 
Alternatives SC-3 and GW-3, respectively. 

It should be noted that there cost estimates are order-of-magnitude engineering cost 
estimates that are expected to be within +50 to -30 percent of the actual project cost. 
These cost estimates are bas 3d on the best available information regarding the anticipated 
scope of Ihe selected remedy. Changes in the cost elements are likely to occur as a result 
of new information and data c ollected during the engineering design of the remedy. 

Expected Outcomes of the S elected Remedy 
I, 
> 

The results of the risk assessmi ̂ nt indicate that the Site, if left unremediated, may present 
an unacceptable noncancer ha ̂ ard and an increased cancer risk to a future adult inside 
industrial vw)rker, future adult outside industrial worker, and potential future Site residents. 
The risks are mainly associated with exposures to groundwater in the Upper Glacial and 
Magothy aquifers. Also, a worker exposed to dust from the building floor represents an 
unacceptable cancer risk and noncancer risk. 

The selected remedy will allow the following potential land and groundwater use. 
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Land Use 

The property, which has been used for industrial/commercial purposes since it was 
constructed, has been zoned for a number of different uses through the past several 
decades. The property is presently zoned for business use as retail or office space. The 
Village is currently reviewing its master plan; there is a likelihood that the Jackson Steel 
property may be rezoned "residential" in the near future. The cleanup levels will not be 
impacted by the proposed land use change. Achieving the clean up levels will help restore 
the property to beneficial use. 

Groundwater Use 

Under the selected remedy, the treatment of the contaminated soils, which will eliminate 
the source of the groundwater contamination, in combination with groundwater treatment, 
will result in the restoration of water quality in the aquifen The selected remedy will also 
reduce human health risks. Potable water for the property and surrounding area is 
currently obtained from the public-supply well system. Therefore, it is not anticipated that 
achieving the cleanup levels will alter groundwater use in the future. Achieving the cleanup 
levels will, however, be beneficial to the sole-source aquifen 

Under the selected remedy, it is estimated that it will require two years to achieve soil 
cleanup levels and one month to achieve groundwater standards in the upper aquifen If 
the confirmatory sampling during the remedial design phase indicates that the Site is the 
source of the contamination in the lower aquifer, it is estimated that it will require eight 
years to achieve groundwater standards in the iower aquifer (six years if both on-property 
and off-property groundwater extraction wells are used). 

STATUTORY DETERMINATIONS 

Under CERCLA Section 121 and the NCP, the lead agency must select remedies that are 
protective of human health and the environment, comply with ARARs (unless a statutory 
waiver is justified), are cost-effective, and utilize permanent solutions and alternative 
treatment technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent 
practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also establishes a preference for remedial actions which 
employ treatment to permanently and significantly reduce the volume, toxicity, or mobility 
of the hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants at a site. 

For the reasons discussed below, EPA has determined that the selected remedy meets 
these statutory requirements. 
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Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

The selected remedy will be protective of human health and the environment in that the 
decontamination of the building will eliminate an unacceptable human health risk, the 
excavation of the contaminated surface soils near the building will eliminate an 
unacceptable risk to burrowing animals that may come.into contact with these soils, and 
the excavation of the contents of the two dry wells and sump located outside the building 
and the dry well, sumps, and trench located inside the building, and the treatment of 
contaminated subsurface soil will eliminate the source of the groundwater contamination, 
which is the primary cause of risk at the site. The selected remedy will also eliminate the 
source of the soil vapon In-situ groundwater treatment will achieve groundwater standards 
in the upper aquifen If the confirmatory sampling during the remedial design phase 
indicates that the Site is the source of the contamination in the lower aquifer, the selected 
remedy will achieve groundwater standards in the lower aquifen The selected remedy will 
reduce exposure levels to protective AF^R levels or to within EPA's generally acceptable 
risk range of 10"̂  to 10"̂  for carcinogenic risk and below the HI of 1 for noncarcinogens in 
the soils and groundwater. The implementation of the selected remedy will not pose 
unacceptable short-term risks or cross-media impacts that cannot possibly be mitigated. 
The selected remedy will also provide overall protection by reducing the toxicity, mobility, 
and volume of contamination through the treatment of the contaminated soils and 
groundwater. 

Compliance with ARARs and Other Environmental Criteria 
i . 

While there are no federal c r New York State soil ARARs, one of the remedial action goals 
is to meet NYSDEC soil cloc: nup levels as TBCs. A summary of action-specific, chemical-
specifiOi and location-specifi z AFlARs, as well as TBCs, which will be complied with during 
implementation of the select'-id remedy, is presented below. 

Action-Specific ARARs: 

National Emissions Sts idards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (40 CFR Parts 51, 52, 
and 60) 
6 mCRR Part 257, Air Quality Standards 
6 NYCRR Part 200, Nev York State Regulations for Prevention and Control of Air 
Contamination and Air Pollution 
6 NYCRR Part 376, Lane. Disposal Restrictions 

• Resource Conservation end Recovery Act (42 U.S.C. § 6901, et seq.) 
• New York State Environmental Conservation Law §15-1527 (2003), Long Island 

Water Withdrawal Restric ions. 

Chemical-Specific AF^Rs: 

Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) MCLs and nonzero MCL Goals (40 CFR Part 141) 
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6 NYCRR Parts 700-705 Groundwater and Surface Water Quality Regulations 
10 NYCRR Part 5 State Sanitary Code 

Location-Specific ARARs: 

Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, 16 U.S.C. 661 

Other Criteria, Advisories, or Guidance TBCs: 

New York Guidelines for Soil Erosion and Sediment Control 
New York State Air Cleanup Criteria, January 1990 
SDWA Proposed MCLs and nonzero MCL Goals 
NYSDEC Technical and Operational Guidance Series 1.1.1, November 1991 
Soil cleanup levels specified in NYSDEC Technical Administrative Guidance 
Memorandum No. 94-HWR-4046 
NYSDEC Guidelines for the Control of Toxic Ambient Air Contaminants, DAR-1, 
November 12, 1997 

Cost-Effectiveness 

A cost-effective remedy is one whose costs are proportional to its overall effectiveness 
(NCP §300.430(f)(1 )(ii)(D)). Overall effectiveness is based on the evaluations of: long-term 
effectiveness and permanence; reduction in toxicity, mobility, and volume through 
treatment; and short-term effectiveness. Based on the comparison of overall effectiveness 
(discussed above) to cost, the selected remedy meets the statutory requirement that 
Superfund remedies be cost-effective in that it is the least-cost action alternative and will 
achieve the remediation goals in a reasonable time frame. 

Each of the alternatives has undergone a detailed cost analysis. In that analysis, capital 
and annual O&M costs have been estimated and used to develop present-worth costs. In 
the present-worth cost analysis, annual O&M costs were calculated for the estimated life 
of an alternative using a 3.2 % discount rate. 

Utilization of Permanent Solutions and Alternative Treatment Technologies to the 
Maximum Extent Practicable 

The selected remedy provides the best balance of tradeoffs among the alternatives with 
respect to the balancing criteria set forth in NCP §300.430(f)(1)(i)(B), such that it 
represents the maximum extent to which permanent solutions and treatment technologies 
can be utilized in a practicable manner at the Site. In addition, the selected remedy 
provides the greatest protection of human health and the environment, provides the 
greatest long-term effectiveness, is able to achieve the AFlARs more quickly, or as quickly, 
ad the other alternatives, and is cost-effective. 
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The soil component of the selected remedy will employ an alternative treatment technology 
(ISVE) to reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the contaminants in the soil source 
areas. The selected remedy will permanently address this soil contamination. 

With regard to the groundwater, the selected remedy will provide a permanent remedy and 
will employ a treatment technology to reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of the 
contaminants in the groundwaten 

Preference for Treatment as a Principal Element 

The statutory preference for remedies that employ treatment as a principal element is 
satisfied under the selected remedy in that contaminated soils and groundwater will be 
ftfated in-situ and treatment will be used to reduce the toxicity, mobility, and volume of 
contamination and achieve cleanup levels. 

Five-Year Review Requirements 

The selected remedy, once fully implemented, will not result in hazardous substances, 
pollutants, or contaminants remaining on-Site above levels that allow for unlimited use and 
unrestricted exposure. However, if the confirmatory sampling during the remedial design 
phase indicates that the Site is the source of the contamination in the lower aquifer, it will 
take more than five years to attain remedial action objectives and cleanup levels for the 
groundwaten Consequently, a review will be conducted within five years after initiation of 
remedial action to ensure tha: the remedy is, or will be, protective of human health and the 
environment. 

DOCUMENTATION OF SIGNI "ICANT CHANGES 

The Proposed Plan, released fcr public comment on July 22, 2004, identified Alternative 
SC-3 (excavation of contamina ed surface soils, contents of the dry wells, sumps, and 
trench, and off-Site treatment/dis oosal, and ISVE for subsurface contaminated soils)as the 
preferred soil remedy. Forthe pn ferred groundwater remedy, it identified Alternative GW-
3 (in-situ oxidation fortreatment o; upper aquifer and groundwater e)(traction and treatment 
for lower aquifer). Based upon ts review of the written and oral comments submitted 
during the public comment perio j , EPA determined that no significant changes to the 
remedy, as originally identified in che Proposed Plan, were necessary or appropriate. 
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Figure 1: Jackson Steel Site Site Plan 

Figure 2: Volatile Organic Compounds in Shallow Soil 

Figure 3: Semivolatile Organic Compounds in Shallow Soil 

Figure 4: Pesticides in Shallow Soil 

Figure 5: Metals in Shallow Soil 

Figure 6: Volatile Organic Compounds in Subsurface Soil 

Figure 7: Semivolatile Organic Compounds in Subsurface Soil 

Figure 8: Pesticides in Subsurface Soil 

Figure 9: Metals in Subsurface Soil 

Figure 10: Volatile Organic Compounds in Upper Glacial Aquifer 
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Figure 13: Conceptual Site l.lodel of Contaminant Migration 
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The results shown are for soil samples collected from both 
SB and SS locations up fo a depth of 2 feel below ground surface. 
The results are shown only for compounds that exceed NY TAGM levels. 
"(D)" after the compound name indicates that this is the result of the duplicate 

, analysis. 
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Notes: 
The results shown are for soil samples collected from both 
SB and SS bcations up to a depth of 2 feet bebw ground surface, 
The results are shown only for compounds that exceed NY TAGM levels. 
"(D)" after the compound name indicates this is the result of the duplicate 
analysis. 

Figure 3 
Semivolatile Organic Compounds in Shallow Soil 
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Notes: 
The results shown are for soil samples ooDected from both 
SB and SS bcations up to a depth of 2 feet bebw ground surface. 
The results are shown only for compounds that exceed NY TAGM levels. 
"(D)" after the compound name indicates that this is the result of the duplicate 
analysis. 
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A 
Notes: 
The results shown are for soil samples collected from SB locations with depths 
greater than 2 feet below ground surface. 
The results are ehown only for compounds that exceed NY TAGM levels. 

Figure 6 
Volatile Organic Compounds in Subsurface Soil 

Depth Greater than 2 Feet 
Jackson Steel RI/FS. 
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Notes: 
The results shown are for soil samples collected from 
SB bcations with depths greater than 2 feet below ground surface. 
The results are shown only for compounds that exceed NY TAGM levels. 

Figure 7 
Semivolatile Organic Compounds in Subsurface Soil 

Depth Greater than 2 Feet 
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Notes: 
The results shown are'for soil samples collected from 
SB locations with depths greater than 2 feet below ground surface. 
The results are shown only for compounds that exceed NY TAGM levels. 

Figure 8 
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Notes: 
The results shown are for soil samples collected from 
SB bcations with depths greater than 2 feet tielow ground surface. 
The results are shown only for compounds that exceed NY TAGM levels. 

100 Feet 

Figure 9 
Metals in Subsurface Soil 

Depth Greater than 2 Feet 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

.CH2MHILL 



MW-4S 
Analvte 
DicNoroettiane-1.1 
DcHoroettVene-12 cis 
Tetrachloroethytene 
Trichloroethylene 

resor 
58 

210 D 
390 
390 

MW-5S 
Analyte 
DicNoroethane-1,1 
DcHoroethylene-1.2ds 
Tetrachloroethytene 
Trichloroethylene 

ResUt 
63 

160 D 
36D 

330 J 

Unils 
ugft. 
ugA. 
ugrt. 
ugfl. 

MW-5M 
Analyte 
DcMoroethane-l.l 
Diction>ethylene-1,2 ds 
Tetrachtoroethylene 
Trichloroelhane-1,1,1 

Hesdl 
19 

340D 
63D 

13 
54D 

Units 
ugA. 
ugrt. 
ug/L 
ugA. 
ugA. 

\ \ 

- \ 
\ 

^ y ^ 

i,^^^^ 
\ 
\ 

U i n — 

1 

MW-3S 
Analvte 
Tetrachloroethytene 

ResiJt 
14 

Units 
ugA. 

MW-2S 
Analvte 
Tetrachloroethytene 

Ftesiit 
12 

Units 
ugA. 

Ol 
o 
o 
o 
<S\ 

LEGEND 
A Surface and Subsurface Soil Sample Location 
• Monitoring Well Lixatbn 

A 
Notes: 
The results shown on this figure are for groundwater samples from the shallow (S) 
and intermediate (I) wells anid the intervals in the Westbay wells up to 105 feet, 
which sample the Upper, Glacial Aquifer. 
The results are shown only for compounds that exceed NY and Federal MCLs. 

Figure 10 
Volatile Organic Compounds in Upper Glacial Aquifer 
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Notes: 
The results shown on this figure are for groundwater samples from the shallow (S) 
and intermediate (I) wells and the intervals in the Westbay wells up to 105 feet, 
\Miich sample the Upper Glacial Aquifer. 
The results are shown only for compounds that exceed NY and Federal MCLs. 
"(D)" after the compound name indicates that this is the result of the duplicate 
analysis. ;„, 

Figure 11 
Metals in Upper Glacial Aquifer 
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Notes: 
The results shown on this figure are for groundwater samples from the intervals in 
Westbay wells sampling depths greater than 105 feet or the Magothy Aquifer. 
The results are shown only for compounds that exceed NY and Federal MCLs. 
"(D)" after the compound name indicates that this is the result of the duplbate 
analysis. 

Figure 12 
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TABLE 1 
Soil and Groundwater Remediation Goals 

Remediation Goals for Soil 

Chemical 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Acetone 

Dichloroethane-1,1 

Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethane-1,1,1 

Goal 

pg/kg 

200 

200 

300 

1,400 

800 

Trichloroethylene 700 

Vinyl chloride 

Xylenes, total 

Semivolatile Organic Compounds 

Benzo[a]anthracene 

Benzo[a]pyrene 

Benzo[b]fluoranthene 

Ben2o[k]fluoranthene 

Chrysene 

Dibenzo[ah]anthracene 

Pesticides 

Chlordane-alpha 

Chlordane-gamma 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor epoxide 

200 

1,200 

224 

61 

1100 

1100 

400 

14 

540 

540 

44 

20 

Soil remediation goals are based on the NYSDEC's Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum No. 94-
HWR-4046 objectives (Division Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum: Determination of Soil 
Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels, Division of Hazardous Waste Remediation, January 24, 1994). 

5 0 0 0 7 0 
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TABLE 1 (continued) 
Remediation Goals for Groundwater 

Chemical 

Volatile Organic Compounds 

Dichloroethane-1,1 

Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethane-1,1,1 

Trichloroethylene 

Goal 

pg/L 

5 . 

5 

5 

5 

5 

Groundwater remediation goals are based on NYSDOH's Maximum Contaminant Levels. 

500071 
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TABLE 2 
Soils Data 
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Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jacl<son Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
SamplelD 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SS-01 
SS-01-00-02 
11/02/2001 

0-0.17 ft 
B0E24 

SS-01 
SS-01-06-12 
11/02/2001 

0.5 - 1 ft 

B0E23 

SS-02 

SS-02-00-02 
11/02/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

B0E28 

SS-02 
SS-02-0002D 

11/02/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

B0E29 

SS-02 

83.02-06-12 
11/02/2001 

0.5 - 1 ft 
B0E26 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Cyclohexane 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Freon 113 (1.1,2-trichloro-1,2-trinuoroethane) 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
diethyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
\^ethyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Tetrachloroethylene 
frichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 

5500 
6000 

300 

1400 
800 
700 
1200 

. i . 240 (A) 

2 J 

33 

6 J 

63 

3 J 
2 J 

11 J 

1 J 
14 J 

320. J 

16 
5 J 

82 

9 J 

8 J 

110 

12 J 

20 

2 J 

40 

4 J 

76 

1 J 
2 J 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated In quantity 

June 2003 
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Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SS-02 
SS-02-06-12D 

11/02/2001 
0.5 - 1 ft 

B0E27 

SS-03 
SS-03-00-02 
11/03/2001 

0-0.17 ft 
B0E25 

SS-03 
SS-03-06-12 
11/03/2001 

0.5 -1 ft 
B0E30 

SS-04 

88-04-00-02 
11/03/2001 
0 - 0.17 ft 

B0E31 

SS-04 
88-04-06-12 
11/03/2001 

0.5-1 ft 
B0E32 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Cyclohexane 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Freon 113 (1,1,2-trichloro-1,2-trifluoroethane) 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 

5500 
6000 

300 

1400 
800 
700 
1200 

91 

1 J 

2 J 

„ 
1 J 

15 J 

1100 J 
1 J 

76 

9 J 

2 J 

8 .1 
21 

49 

5 J 

17 

2 J 

43 

3 J 

5 J 

24 

5 J 

68 

1 J 
2 J 

2 J 

' 
10 

830 J 

27 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J • Reported value is estimated In quantity 

June 2003 

500074 
Page 2 of 5 



Volatile'Organic Compounds Detected'inSolls 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

• 

SS-05 

8S-05-00-02 
11/03/2001 

0-0.17 ft 
B0E33 

SS-05 
SS-05-06-12 

11/03/2001 
0.5-1 ft 
B0E34 

SS-06 
SS-06-00-02 
11/03/2001 

0-0.17 ft 
B0E35 

SS-06 
SS-06-06-12 
11/03/2001 

0.5 - 1 ft 
B0E36 

SS-07 

88-07-00-02 
11/03/2001 
0 - 0.17 ft 

B0E37 

Volatile Organic Compounds (uq/Kq) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Cyclohexane 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Freon 113 (1;1,2-trichloro-1,2-trifluoroethane) 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 

5500 
6000 

300 

1400 
800 
700 
1200 

90 
1 J 

2 J 

j ^ 

9 J 

36 

2 J 

14000 ' (A) 

260 J 

4 J 

3 J 

19 

1 J 

1 J 

2 J 
1 J 
5 J 

3 J 

180 
3 J 
9 J 

400 J • W 

2 J 

2 J 

26 

B • Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

fc.500075 

# 
e 3 of 5 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long island. New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-07 

88-07-06-12 
11/03/2001 

0.5 - 1 ft 
B0E38 

88-08 

88-08-00-02 
11/03/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

B0E39 

88-08 
88-08-06-12 . 
11/03/2001 
0.5-1 ft 

B0E40 

88-09 
8S-09-00-02 

11/03/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

B0EN1 

SS-09 
SS-0906-12 
11/03/2001 

0 .5 -1 f t 
B0EN2 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Cyclohexane 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Freon 113 (1,1,2-trichloro-1,2-trifluoroethane) 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 

5500 
6000 

300 

1400 
800 
700 
1200 

180 

2 J 

,̂  

16 

2 J 
. 

790 J (A) 
2 J 

25 

; j J 

250 J (A| 

8 J 

3 J 

2000 J (*1 
22 
2 J 

10 J 

1sju 

12 J 

130 

— 
9 J 

B - Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500076 Page 4 of 5 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected In Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-10 
88-10-00-02 
11/03/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

B0EN3 

88-10 
88-10-06-12 
11/03/2001 
0 .5-1 f t 
B0EN4 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Cyclohexane 
Dichloroethvlene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Freon 113 (1.1,2-trichloro-1,2-trifluoroethane) 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 

5500 
6000 

300 

1400 
800 
700 
1200 

:: 2 3 0 j ; - (A) 

1 J 

1 J 
„ 

1 J 

22 

2 J 

350 J (A) 

2 J 
7 J 

39 
1 J 
9 J 

A. New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, Technical and Administrative 
Guidance Memorandum # 4046, Detennination of 
Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels, 
January 24, 1994. 

Note 1: 0-0.17 feet refers to the upper depth in feet 
at which surface soil samples were collected (for 
example, 0 to 2 inches means 0 to 0.17 feet). 

Note 2: A letter in parenthesis after an analytical 
result indicates the reference level that the result 
exceeds. For example, (A) after the result in Tabje 
4-1 indicates that the NYSDEC Soil Cleanup 
Objective was exceeded. 

B • Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J • Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500077 ge 5 of 5 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SB-01 

8B-01-000-002 
11/26/2001 

0 - 2 f t 

B0EY5 

88-01 

88-01-005-007 
11/19/2001 

5 - 7 f t 
B0EY6 

S8-01 
SB-01-010-012 

11/26/2001 
10-12f t 

B0EY7 

88-01 
88-01-010-012-D 

11/26/2001 

10-12 f t 
B0F18 

88-01 
88-01-020-022 

11/26/2001 
20 - 22 ft 
B0EY9 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1.1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

1 J 

-

• 

. 

2 J 

3 J 

1 J 

' 
5 J 

6 J 

1 J 

2 J 

1 J 
12 

7 J 

20 

5 J 

22 J 

.~,. • 

9 J 

5 J 

1 J 

8 - Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value Is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500078 
Page 1 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compbuhds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-01 
88-01-025-027 

11/26/2001 
25 - 27 ft 

BOEZO 

SB-01 
88-01-030-032 

11/26/2001 
30 - 32 ft 
B0EZ1 

SB-01 
88-01-040-042 

11/26/2001 

40 - 42 ft 
80EZ3 

SB-01 
88-01-055-057 

11/26/2001 

55 - 57 ft 

80EZ6 

88-01 
88-01-105-107 

11/27/2001 
105-107 ft 

B0F06 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kq) 1 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethyiene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

3 J 
., 

1 J 

1 J 

9 J 

4 J 

2 J 

3 J 

2 J 

1 J 

2 J 

2 J 

2 J 

8 - Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J • Reported value is estimated In quantity 

June 2003 

«f 00079 
I 2 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Stat ion ID 

Sample ID 

Sample Date 

Sample In te rva l 

CLP Samp le 10 

Chemica l Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-02 
88-02-00-02 
11/28/2001 

0 - 2 ft 

80F37 

88-02 
88-02-05-07 
11/28/2001 

5 - 7 f t 

B0F38 

88-02 
SB-02-15-17 
11/28/2001 
15-17f t 

BOEPO 

88-02 

SB-02-25-30 

11/28/2001 

25 - 30 ft 

80F40 

SB-02 

88-02-35-37 

11/29/2001 

35 - 37 ft 

B0F41 

Volat i le O rgan i c C o m p o u n d s (ug/Kg) 1 

Acetone 

Benzene 

Bromomethane 

Carbon disulfide 

Chloroethane 

Chloromethane 

Dichloroethane-1,1 

Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 

Ethylbenzene 

Hexanone-2 

Isopropylbenzene 

Methyl acetate 

Methyl cyclohexane 

Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 

Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 

Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 

Methylene chloride 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Toluene 

Trichloroethane-1,1,1 

Trichloroethylene 

Trichlorofluoromethane 

Vinyl chloride 

Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 

1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 

1500 

800 
700 

200 
1200 

6 J 

fi J 

25 

2 J 

3 J 

2 J 

....... 

11 

7 J 

3 J 

3 J 

. . 

1 J 

8 - A n a l y t e de tec ted in the assoc ia ted b lank 
J - R e p o r t e d va lue is es t ima ted in quan t i t y 

June 2003 

500080 
Page 3 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
Sample 10 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-02 
S8-02-35-37-D 

11/29/2001 
35-37 ft 
B0F42 

SB-02 

88-02-45-46 
11/29/2001 

45 - 46 ft 
80F43 

SB-03 

88-03-00-02 
11/29/2001 

0 - 2 f t 
B0F45 

88-03 
88-03-05-07 
11/29/2001 

5 - 7 f t 
B0F46 

SB-03 
88-03-15-17 
11/29/2001 
15-17f t 

80F47 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 1 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

„ 

3 J 

2 J 

5 J 2 J 

1 J 

2 J 1 J 

8 • Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J • Reported value is estimated in quantity 

500081 

June 2003 

• • # 
4 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SB-03 
88-03-25-27 

11/29/2001 

25 - 27 ft 
B0F48 

88-03 
8B-03-31-32 
11/29/2001 
31 - 32 ft 
B0FS1 

88-03 
88-03-35-37 
11/29/2001 
35-37 ft 

B0F49 

SB-03 
SB-03-45-46 
11/29/2001 

45 • 46 ft 
B0F50 

88-04 
SB-04-00-02 
11/30/2001 

0 - 2 f t 
B0F60 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Cari3on disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-bulanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

4 J 

• 

5 J 

1 J 

7 J 

„ . . . . , . „ • - . . . . 

1 J 

3 J 

1 

5 J 

110 

5 J 

52 J 

1 J 
-

1 J 
' 

, - „ • 

2 J 
-

3 J 
43 

0.9 J 

2 J 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J • Reported value is estimated In quantity 

June 2003 

500082 
Page 5 of 21 



Volatile Orgaliic Compouri^ds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-04 
88-04-05-07 

11/30/2001 
5 - 7 f t 

80F61 

88-04 
88-04-15-17 
11/30/2001 
15-17f t 

B0F62 

88-04 
88-04-25-27 

11/30/2001 

25-27 ft 
B0F63 

88-04 
SB-04-35-37 
11/30/2001 
35 - 37 ft 

80F64 

88-04 
88-04-45-46 
11/30/2001 
45 - 46 ft 

B0F65 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 1 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

.̂  

3 J 
5 J 

3 J 3 J 

3 J 

1 J 

1 J 

4 J 
11 J 

X 

3 J 

1 J 

4 J 
3 J 

B - Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value Is estimated in quantity 

500083 

June 2003 

I 6 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample 10 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-05 
88-05-00-01 
11/01/2001 

0 - 1 ft 

B0E02 

SB-06 
SB-06-01-02 
11/01/2001 

1 - 2 ft 
B0E08 

SB-06 
88-06-14-15 
11/01/2001 
14-15f t 

80E09 

SB-06 

88-06-17-18 
11/01/2001 

17-18f t 
B0E10 

88-07 
88-07-00-02 
11/28/2001 

0 - 2 f t 
B0F31 

Volatile Organic Compounds (uq/Kg) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Cariaon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-penfanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 . 
1200 

26 

2 J 

3 J 2 J 1 J 2 J .. . . .^ 

.., 

, 

• • • 

280 J 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500084 
Page 7 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long island. New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-07 

88-07-05-07 
11/28/2001 

5 - 7 f t 

B0F32 

88-07 
88-07-15-17 
11/28/2001 
15-17 f t 

B0F19 

88-07 
SB-07-25-27 
11/28/2001 
25 - 27 ft 
80F34 

88-07 
88-07-35-37 
11/28/2001 
. 35 - 37 ft 

80F35 

SB-07 
88-07-46-47 

11/28/2001 
46-47 ft 

B0F36 

Volatile Organic Compounds (uq/Kg) 1 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

2 J 

2 J 
1 J 

14 

8 J 

2 J 

1 J 
1 J 

3 J 

3 J 

- • -

4 J 

2 J 
1 J 

8 • Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

tf 00085 

# 
8 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-08 
88-08-00-02 
11/30/2001 

0 - 2 f t 

80F54 

88-08 

88-08-05-07 
11/30/2001 

5 - 7 f t 
B0F55 

88-08 
88-08-15-17 
11/30/2001 

15-17f t 
B0F56 

88-08 
88-08-25-27 

11/30/2001 
25 - 27 ft 
80F57 

88-08 
88-08-35-37 
11/30/2001 
35 - 37 ft 

80F58 

Volatile Organic Compounds (uq/Kg) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

18 J 

8 J 

2 J 

63 

6 J 

1 J 

2 J 2 J 

2 J 
1 J 

2 J 

• ' - ' ' - . , 

3 J 

— 

2 J 
1 J 

5 J 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

500086 

June 2003 

Page 9 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-08 
88-08-45-46 
11/30/2001 

45 - 46 ft 
80F59 

88-09 
SB-09-02-04 
12/01/2001 

2 - 4 f t 
80F70 

88-10 
88-10-02-04 
12/01/2001 

2 - 4 f t 

80F67 

88-10 
SB-10-02-04-D 

12/01/2001 

2 - 4 f t 
B0F68 

88-10 
SB-10-18-19 
12/01/2001 

18-19 ft 
B0F69 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) I 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethvlene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1.1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

l> 

5 J 
1 J 71 

2 J 

1 J 

4 J 4 J 
5 J 2 J 

8 • Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J • Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500087 
MO of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SB-11 
88-11-00-01 
11/02/2001 

0 - 1 f t 
B0E15 

SB-12 

88-12-00-01 
11/02/2001 

0 - 1 ft 
80E17 

88-13 
88-13-00-01 
11/02/2001 

0 - 1 ft 

B0E20 

SB-14 

88-14-00-01 
10/31/2001 

0 - 1 ft 

80E05 

88-14 
88-14-14-15 
11/01/2001 
14 -15 f t 

B0E06 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 1 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichioroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

110 

I . 

7 J 

12 
i 

97 

' 
9 J 

23 . -

69 

4 J 

25 J 

' 

810 J 

2600 

; 19000 ; ; w 

: 1400 J JA| 

. — 

~ ? ^ 

2 J 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 20033 

500088 
Page 11 of 21 



Volatile Organic Cbrnpounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-14 
SB-14-26-27 
11/01/2001 
26 - 27 ft 

80E07 

SB-15 
SB-15-00-01 
10/31/2001 

0 - 1 ft 

80DZ9 

88-15 
88-15-14-15 
10/31/2001 

14-15f t 
BOEOO 

88-15 
SB-15-18-19 
10/31/2001 

18-19 ft 
B0E01 

88-16 
88-16-00-01 
10/31/2001 

0 - 1 ft 

80OZ6 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 1 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-penlanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

,̂  

4 J 

1 J 

5 J 

6 J 

1100 J 

4 J 
54 

5 J 

22 

3 J 

2 J 

55 

5 J 

5 J 

<.^.:;.!^m)m'.:.i'j-w 

6 J 
73 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated In quantity 

500089 

June 2003 

112 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-16 

88-16-14-15 
10/31/2001 

14-15f t 
B0DZ7 

88-16 
SB-16-27-28 
10/31/2001 

27 - 28 ft 
B0DZ8 

SB-17 
88-17-00-01 
11/01/2001 

0 - 1 f t 
80E14 

88-18 

SB-18-00-01 
11/01/2001 

0 - 1 f t 

80E03 

SB-19 

SB-19-00-02 
05/02/2002 

0 - 2 f t 
B0F82 

Volatile Organic Compounds (uq/Kg) 1 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1.1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

,, 

5 J 3 J 

110 

2 J 

11 

61 

3 J 

3 J 

2 J 

2 J 

1 

._. 

8 J 

13 J 

B - Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500090 
Page 13 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel R\tfS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 

Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-19 

SB-19-05-07 
05/02/2002 

5 - 7 ft 

B0F83 

S8-19 
SB-19-25-27 
05/01/2002 

25 - 27 ft 

B0F86 

88-19 
88-19-35-37 
05/01/2002 
35-37 ft 
B0F87 

88-19 
88-19-47-48 
05/01/2002 

47 - 48 ft 

B0F88 

88-20 
88-20-00-02 
05/02/2002 

0 - 2 ft 
B0F99 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 . 

„ 

1 J 

/ 

2 J 

1 J 
13 J 

42 J 

5 J 
16 J 
6 J 

1 J 

3 J 

20 J 

2 J 
'6 J 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J • Reported value Is estimated In quantity 

June 2003 

500091 
14 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-20 
88-20-05-07 
05/02/2002 

5 - 7 f t 
BOFAO 

88-20 

SB-20-15-17 
05/02/2002 
15-17f t 

80FA1 

88-20 
88-20-25-27 
05/02/2002 
25 - 27 ft 

B0FA2 

88-20 
88-20-35-37 
05/02/2002 

35 - 37 ft 

B0FA3 

88-20 
88-20-47-48 
05/02/2002 
47 - 48 ft 

80FA4 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kq) 1 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Cari3on disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

4 J 2 J 

._!.;.... 

2 J 

4 J 

51 J 

1 J 

" 

1 J 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value Is estimated In quantity 

June 2003 

500092 
Page 15 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-21 

88-21-00-02 
05/01/2002 

0 - 2 ft 
B0F89 

S8-21 

88-21-05-07 
05/01/2002 

5 -7 ft 

80F90 

SB-21 
88-21-14-15 
05/01/2002 \ 

14-15 ft 
B0F91 

SB-21 
SB-21-14-15-D 

05/01/2002 
14-15f t 

80F92 

SB-21 
88-21-25-27 
05/01/2002 
25 - 27 ft 

B0F93 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kq) 1 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1.2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

3 J 3 J 

. -

2 J 2 J 2 J 

8 - Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

.500093 
k16of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SB-21 
88-21-35-37 
SS'S .̂'̂ SSS • 

l?G 37 ft 

B0F94 

S8-21 
88-21-48-50 
05/01/2002 

48 - 50 ft 
B0F95 

S8-DW1 
SB-DW1-00-00 

11/02/2001 

N/A 
B0E21 

SB-DW1 
S8-DW1-00-01 

11/02/2001 

0 - 1 f t 
B0E11 

S8-DW1 
8B-DW1-09-10 

11/02/2001 

9 - 1 0 f t 
80E22 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) -
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

2 J 

1 J 

2 J 

130 J 

55 J 

24 J 

390 J 
30 J 

• — ; _ . 

, 
89 J 

6 J 

8 J 

3 J 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value Is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500094 
Page 17 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compoiinds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP SamplelD 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-DW2 
88-0W2-12-14 

11/28/2001 

12-14f t 
80F26 

SB-DW2 
SB-DW2-20-21 

11/28/2001 

20 - 21 ft 

B0F25 

SB-DW2 

88-DW2-22-24 
11/28/2001 
22 - 24 ft 
80F27 

SB-DW2 
8B-DW2-32-34 

11/28/2001 
32 • 34 ft 

B0F28 

SB-0W2 
S8-DW2-42-43 

11/28/2001 

42 - 43 ft 
80F29 

Volatile Organic Compounds (uq/Kq) 1 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

4100 
460 J 

180 J 
130 J 

1100 J 
260 J 

130 J 

:vS"-fl400'i--:.v:.-. w. 

240 J (A) 
11000 

1800 

850 J 

1900 
: 310 J V (A) 

150 J 
590 J 
190 J 

.v..:*;-^240.J •-v^^^.W 
;• 4600::: • ;•; • (A| 

150 J 

1 J 

6 J 

2 J 

1 J 

24 

3 J 

47 
1 J 

6 J 

8 • Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value Is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

.500095 

# 
18 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 

SamplelD 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-DW2 
SB-DW2-43-44 

11/28/2001 
43 - 44 ft 

80F30 

S8-DW3 
S8-DW3-12-14 

11/27/2001 
12-14f t 
80F20 

SB-DW3 

88-DW3-22-24 
11/27/2001 
22 - 24 ft 
B0F21 

88-DW3 
S8-DW3-32-34 

11/27/2001 
32 - 34 ft 

B0F22. 

SB-DW3 
SB-DW3-42-43 

11/27/2001 

42 - 43 ft 

B0F23 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Cari3on disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

6 J 
j ^ 

1 J 

430 J 

1600 (A) 
12000 
1700 

460 J 

4800 
400 J : (Al 

180 J 
380 J 

1400 (A) 
180 J 

5900 , , (A| 

: 370 J (Al 

280 J 

2 J 
16 

3 J 
2 J 

2 J 

2 J 

_-

1 J 
12 

-

„ . 

2 J 
1 J 

2 J 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated In quantity 

June 2003 

500096 
Page 19 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steet RWFS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Statiori ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

S8-DW3 
88-0W3-43^(4 

11/27/2001 
43-44 ft 

80F24 

MW-21 
88-MW-2I-05-07 

12/01/2001 
5 - 7 f t 

B0F75 

MW-21 
SB-MW-21-15-17 

12/01/2001 
15-17 ft 

80F76 

MW-21 
S8-MW-2I-46-47 

12/03/2001 
46 - 47 ft 

B0F74 

MW-5M 
S8-MW-5M-235-236 

12/10/2001 
235 - 236 ft 

B0F44 

Volatile Organic Compounds (uq/Kg) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Cartjon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 
• 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

1 J 
11 

2 J 
1 J 

2 J 

2 J 1 J 

3 J 

3 J 

: 

3 J 

, 

8 • Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

# ' 

00097 

June 2003 

|20 of 21 



Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

MW-5M 
SB-MW-5M-300-301-C 

12/11/2001 

300 - 301 ft 
B0F78 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acetone 
Benzene 
Bromomethane 
Carbon disulfide 
Chloroethane 
Chloromethane 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Hexanone-2 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl acetate 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 
Methyl isobutyl ketone (4-methyl-2-pentanone) 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Methylene chloride 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

200 
60 

2700 
1900 

200 

5500 

300 

100 
1400 
1500 
800 
700 

200 
1200 

2 J 

A. New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, 
Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum # 4046, 
Determination of Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels, 
January 24, 1994. 

Note 1: 0-0.17 feet refers to the upper depth in feet at which surface 
soil samples were collected (for example, 0 to 2 inches means 0 to 
0.17 feet). 

Note 2: A letter in parenthesis after an analytical result indicates the 
reference level that the result exceeds. For example, (A) after the 
result in Table 4-1 indicates that the NYSDEC Soil Cleanup Objective 
was exceeded. 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500098 of 21 



Semivolatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) _ 
f ^gb lL 

88-01 
SS-01-00-02 
11/02/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

80E24 

SS-01 
88-01-06-12 
11/02/2001 
0.5-1 ft 

80E23 

88-02 
88-02-00-02 
11/02/2001 
0 - 0.17 ft 

80E28 

SS-02 
SS-02-00-02D 

11/02/2001 
0 - 0.17 ft 

80E29 

SS-02 
SS-02-06-12 
11/02/2001 
0.5 - 1 ft 
B0E26 

Semivolatile Organic Compounds (uq/Kg) 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Acetophenone 
Anthracene 
Atrazine 
Benzaldehyde 
Benzo{a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(q,h,l)perylene 
Benzo(k)fluorantherie 
Biphenyl 
Butylbenzylphthalate 
Carbazole 
Chrysene 
Cresol-p 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 
Dibenzofuran 
Dimethylphenol-2,4 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Methylnaphthalene-2 
Naphthalene 
Phenanthrene 
Phthalate, di-n-butyl 
Phthalate, di-n-octyl 

Pyrene 

50000 

224 
61 

1100 
50000 
1100 

50000 

400 
900 
14 

6200 

50000 
50000 
3200 

36400 
13000 
50000 
8100 
50000 
50000 

410 J 
oo ' 

• 

740 J 

2400 J 
2200 J 
2700 J 

(A| 

(A| 

(A| 

970 J 
1900 J (Aj 

13 J 
47 J 

640 J 
2700 J (A) 

510 J (A) 

140 J 

6600 J 
300 J 

1200 J 
39 J 
57 J 

3900 J 
27 J 

4700 J 

31 J 
72 J 
31 J 

130 J 

' : l : ••:•; 580'.j:ffix;o(Ai 
640 J (A| 
770 J 
430 J 
550 J 

77 J 
• • t660rS- : : . \W 

200: J ; (Al 

1200 J 
31 J 

500 J 

490 J 

1000 J 

250 J 
42 J 

440 J 

: ^ .1700 JA (A) 
• 1800 J. (A) 

. 1900 J. (Al 
1000 J 

: 1700 J W 

420 J 
2000 J (A) 

410 J (A) 
110 J 

4800 J 
220 J 

1200 J 
34 J 
45 J 

2900 J 

3800 J 

860 J 
47 J 

1200 J 

',.'Q933oo..j::.:' 
. 2 7 0 0 J 
• 2900 J > 

(A) 

(A) 

(Al 
1400 J 

;.: 2900 J .(A| 

28 J 

830 J 
3500 J (Al 

600 J (A| 

290 J 

7100 J 
590 J 

1700 J 
120 J 
120 J 

4600 J 

6000 J 

28 J 
54 J 

180 J 
: ;190 J : .W 

230 J 
180 J 
260 J 

28 J 

250 J 

62 J . W 

340 J 

150 J 
17 J 
15 J 

100 J 
15 J 

110 J 

260 J 

8 - Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500099 Page 1 of 5 



Semivolatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
JacksonSteel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SS-02 
S8-02-06-12D 

11/02/2001 

0.5 - 1 ft 
B0E27 

SS-03 
SS-03-00-02 
11/03/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

B0E25 

' 

88-03 
88-03-06-12 
11/03/2001 

0.5 - 1 ft 
B0E30 

SS-04 
88-04-00-02 
11/03/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

80E31 

SS-04 
88-04-06-12 
11/03/2001 

0.5-1 ft 
B0E32 

Semivolatile Organic Compounds (uq/Kg) 1 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Acetophenone 
Anthracene 
Atrazine 
Benzaldehyde 
Benzo(a)anfhracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(q,h,l)perylene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Biphenyl 
Butylbenzyl phthalate 
CariDazole 
Chrysene 
Cresol-p 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 
Dibenzofuran 
Dimethylphenol-2,4 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Methylnaphthalene-2 
Naphthalene 
Phenanthrene 
Phthalate, di-n-butyl 
Phthalate, di-n-octyl 

Pyrene 

50000 

224 
61 

1100 
50000 
1100 

50000 

400 
900 
14 

6200 

50000 
50000 
3200 
36400 
13000 
50000 
8100 
50000 
50000 

41 J 

78 J 
57 J 

: i i : ' . - MO-J • • (Ai 
350 J (Al 
420 J 
280 J 
350 J 

21 J 
;' 430 J (Al 

97 J ' (A| 
18 J 

610 J 
32 J 

270 J 
18 J 

300 J 

470 J 

120 J 
55 J 
11 J 

390 

51 J 
: 1600 • .' . (Al 

1600 (Al 
2300 (Al 
690 

1500 ,. (Al 

890 
230 J 

1900 - iC (Al 

260 J •; (Al 
51 J 

4400 
130 J 
820 J 

12 J 

2000 
50 J 

3200 

30 J 
27 J 

98 J 
60 J 

, I'w ;̂ MO J (Al 
; : 350 J (Al 

390 J 
170 J 
310 J 

13 J 
48 J 

380 J 

. - • ; • " . • •M^ I • w 

11 J 

900 J 
27 J 

180 J 
13 J 

390 J 
45 J 

670 J 

44 J 

68 J 

350 (A) 
390 (Al 
580 
320 J 
430 

68 J 
33 J 

''•Mr"430. - r ^ ^ ' W 

; 90 J (Al 
8 J 

650 
16 J 

270 J 

210 J 

550 

76 J 

100 J 

130 J 
«i70 J : i{/^ 
250 J 
220 J 
140 J 

10 J 
170 J 

58 J / H W 

180 J 

170 J 

61 J 

200 J 

8 - Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500100 Page 2 of 5 



Semivolatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SS-05 
88-05-00-02 
11/03/2001 
0 - 0.17 ft 

B0E33 

88-05 
88-05-06-12 
11/03/2001 
0.5 - 1 ft 
80E34 

88-06 
88-06-00-02 
11/03/2001 
0 - 0.17 ft 

B0E35 

88-06 

88-06-06-12 
11/03/2001 
0.5-1 ft 
B0E36 

88-07 

88-07-00-02 
11/03/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

B0E37 

Semivolatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) I 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Acetophenone 
Anthracene 
Atrazine 
Benzaldehyde 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(q,h,l)pervlene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Biphenyl 
Butylbenzyl phthalate 
Carbazole 
Chrysene 
Cresol-p 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 
Dibenzofuran 
Dimethylphenol-2,4 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Methylnaphthalene-2 
Naphthalene 
Phenanthrene 
Phthalate, di-n-butyl 
Phthalate, di-n-octyl 
Pyrene 

50000 

224 
61 

1100 
50000 
1100 

50000 

400 
900 
14 

6200 

50000 
50000 
3200 
36400 
13000 
50000 
8100 
50000 
50000 

160 J 
140 J 
33 J 

uau J 

: 1800 
2300 
2600 

(A| 

(Al 

(Al 

1400 
. • 2300 (A| 

170 J 
280 J 

2600 (Al 

410 J (Al 

64 J 

4800 
120 J 

1400 

1700 
68 J 

4000 

100 J 

140 J 

6 J 
200 J 
320 J (Al 
390 
330 J 
300 J 

21 J 

280 J 

83 J , : W:1(A1 

270 J 

260 J 

63 J 

360 

380 J 
94 J 

980 J 

3000 
3200 
3400 

(Al 
(Al 

(A| 

1300 J 
'•':ir::'3300.-:r:v.-y (Al 

130 J 
380 J 

l*t'.r'.'3600 , ^V^v-: (Al 

570 J (Aj 

200 J 

7800 
450 J 

1600 J 

4600 

6400 

29 J 
9 J 

69 J 

320 J " (A| 
300 J (A| 
440 
210 J 
310 J 

110 J 
42 J 

370 

56 J (Al 
11 J 

750 
27 J 

170 J 

380 

16 J 
650 

110 J 
24 J 
17 J 

150 J 

19 J 
.720 
720 

<*? 
(A) 

970 
420 
900 

280 J 
170 J 

1000 ^; m 
1 

••:- i4o.j.r;v:- •m 
41 J 

1800 
72 J 

440 
20 J 

810 

1500 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500101 
Page 3 of 5 



Semivolatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long lisland. New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 

Sample Date 

Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-07 

88-07-06-12 

11/03/2001 

0.5 - 1 ft 

80E38 

88-08 

88-08-00-02 

11/03/2001 

0-0.17 ft 

80E39 

88-08 

$8-08-06-12 

11/03/2001 

0.5-1 ft 

80E40 

88-09 

88-09-00-02 

11/03/2001 

0 - 0 . 1 7 ft 

B0EN1 

88-09 

88-09-06-12 

11/03/2001 

0 .5 -1 f t 

B0EN2 

Semivolatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 1 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Acetophenone 
Anthracene 
Atrazine 
Benzaldehyde 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pvrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(g,h,l)pervlene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Biphenyl 
Butylbenzyl phthalate 
Carbazole 
Chrysene 
Cresol-p 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 
Dibenzofuran 
Dimethylphenol-2,4 

Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Methylnaphthalene-2 
Naphthalene 
Phenanthrene 
Phthalate, di-n-butyl 
Phthalate, di-n-octyl 

Pyrene 

50000 

224 
61 

1100 
50000 
1100 

50000 

400 
900 
14 

6200 

50000 
50000 
3200 
36400 
13000 
50000 
8100 
50000 

50000 

46 J 
130 J 

180 J 

15 J 
'•.;":.•':.; 990V- ' . , . \ ; . ^ ' . - (A I , 

•^;;,„.-..'890'': : : W 

1200 , (Al 

490 

1000 

21 J 

150 J 

85 J 

1100 (Al 

.... 170 J (Al 
21 J 

2100 

540 
11 J 

730 

1800 

600 J 
44 J 

2000 

4800 (Al 
: 4600 (Al 

- 5 1 0 0 (Al 
1800 
4200 (Al 

1800 J 
1100 J 
5200 \ ^(A| 

780 J (Al 
270 J 

12000 
680 J 

2200 J 
87 J 

8400 

10000 

140 J 

13 J 

240 J 

10 J 

810 (Al 

690 (A) 

910 

340 J 

710 

63 J 

200 J 

:-'y::''.90o:: . ' . : - : : : :M 

:; :i40 J : . : w 
53 J 

1700 
110 J 
400 

20 J 

25 J 

1100 

15 J 

1300 

180 J 

28 J 

14 J 

270 J 

18 J 

1500 (Al 

1100 (A) 

; r1700 (Al 

640 

950 

11 J 
370 J 

240 J 

- • : : « ; i 3 o o •'••i-^;o:^--(*i 

25 J 

• : 190 J 7 ; (Al 
69 J 

2600 
110 J 
640 
28 J 
36 J 

1400 
84 J 

2400 

240 J 
34 J 

400 

11 J 
1400 
1100 
1300 

(A) 

Vi 
(Al 

640 
1100 

16 J 
100 J 
340 J 

1200 ^̂ .Ai 
18 J 1 

170 J • • • (A , 

120 J 
11 J 

2600 
170 J 
590 

53 J 
OBJ 

1800 
32 J 

2300 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500102 
Page 4 of 5 



Semivolatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SS-10 
88-10-00-02 

, 11/03/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

B0EN3 

8S-10 

88-10-06-12 
11/03/2001 
0.5 - 1 ft 

B0EN4 

Semivolatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 1 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Acetophenone 
Anthracene 
Atrazine 
Benzaldehyde 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(g,h,l)perylene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Biphenyl 
Butylbenzyl phthalate 
Carbazole 
Chrysene 
Cresol-p 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 
Dibenzofuran 
Dimethylphenol-2,4 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Methylnaphthalene-2 
Naphthalene 
Phenanthrene 
Phthalate, di-n-butyl 
Phthalate, di-n-octyl 
Pyrene 

50000 

224 
61 

1100 
50000 
1100 

50000 

400 
900 
14 

6200 

50000 
50000 
3200 
36400 
13000 
50000 
8100 
50000 

50000 

28 J 
18 J 
12 J 
firi ' 

9 J 
: 490 V. ' (Al 

. : 480 ;. (Al 
800 
330 J 
440 

120 J 
70 J 

590 (A) 

100 J (Al 
13 J 

970 
21 J 

320 J 

320 J 
25 J 

860 

19 J 
16 J 
38 J 
48 J 

33 J 
• '-•: ' 250:'J k i S i f w 

260 J (Al 
430 
220 J 
300 J 

200 J 
41 J 

290 J 

.. 61. J--;:'.;-?'»(/^ 
10 J 

480 
18 J 

190 J 

170 J 
47 J 

430 

A. New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, Technical and Administrative 
Guidance Memorandum # 4046, Determination of 
Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels, 
January 24, 1994. 

Note 1: 0-0.17 feet refers to the upper depth in feet 
at which surface soil samples were collected (for 
example, 0 to 2 inches means 0 to 0.17 feet). 

Note 2: A letter in parenthesis after an analytiiSal 
result indicates the reference level that the result 
exceeds. For example, (A) after the result in Table 
4-1 indicates that the NYSDEC Soil Cleanup 
Objective was exceeded. 

B • Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J • Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500103 
Page 5 of 5 



Semivolatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SB-01 

88-01-010-012 
11/26/2001 
10-12 ft 

B0EY7 

SB-01 
SB-01-010-012-D 

11/26/2001 
10-12 ft 
B0F18 

SB-01 
SB-01-040-042 

11/26/2001 
40 - 42 ft 
80EZ3 

88-09 
SB-09-02-04 

12/01/2001 
2 - 4 f t 

80F70 

88-10 
88-10-02-04 
12/01/2001 

2 - 4 f t 

B0F67 

Semivolatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Acetophenone 
Anthracene 
Benzaldehyde 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(g,h,l)perylene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Biphenyl 
Butylbenzyl phthalate 
Caprolactam 
Carbazole 
Chrysene 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 
Dibenzofuran 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Isophorone 
Methylnaphthalene-2 
Naphthalene 
Phenanthrene 
Phthalate, bis(2-ethylhexyl) (DEHP) 
Phthalate, di-n-butyl 
Phthalate, di-n-octyl 
Phthalate, diethyl 
Pyrene 

50000 

224 
61 

1100 
50000 
1100 

50000 

400 
14 

6200 
50000 
50000 
3200 
4400 
36400 
13000 
50000 
50000 
8100 
50000 

7100 
50000 

'̂  

32 J 

33 J 

45 J 

37 J 

110 J 
80 J L;'(>y 
85 J 
54 J 
73 J 

180 J 

270 J 

47 J 

180 J 

360 

37 J 

22 J 

8 • Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500104 
Page 1 of 5 



Semivolatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-10 

8B-10-02-04-D 
12/01/2001 
- 2 • 4 ft 

B0F68 

SB-11 

88-11-00-01 
11/02/2001 

0 - 1 f t 

B0E15 

88-12 
88-12-00-01 
11/02/2001 

0 - 1 f t 
B0E17 

88-13 

SB-13-00-01 
11/02/2001 

0 - 1 ft 
B0E20 

88-14 

88-14-00-01 
10/31/2001 

0 - 1 ft 
B0E05 

Semivolatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Acetophenone 
Anthracene 
Benzaldehyde 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(q,h,l)perylene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Biphenyl 
Butylbenzyl phthalate 
Caprolactam 
Carbazole 
Chrysene 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 
Dibenzofuran 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Isophorone 
Methylnaphthalene-2 
Naphthalene 
Phenanthrene 
Phthalate, bis(2-ethylhexyl) (DEHP) 
Phthalate, di-n-butyl 
Phthalate, di-n-octyl 
Phthalate, diethyl 
Pyrene 

50000 

224 

61 
1100 

50000 
1100 

50000 

400 
14 

6200 
50000 
50000 
3200 
4400 
36400 
13000 
50000 
50000 
8100 
50000 

7100 
50000 

23 J 

17 J 
21 J 

16 J 

21 J 

14 J 

28 J 

40 J 

17 J 
34 J 

150 J 
'•:s\' 140-J:-::i Ĵ -:(AJ--

150 J 
86 J 

150 J 

37 J 
180 J 

- ^ ; : - ^32 . J , . ' - ;W 
22 J 

340 J 
26 J 
98 J 

260 J 

270 J 

9 J 

, 

18 J 

38 J 
35 J 

^ 94 J 
7 J 

•• .380v-':VXl-(Al 
v:360i j :.• :-^(Ai 

500 J 
190 J 
380 J 

34 J 
390 
100 J (A| 

15 J 
540 

33 J 
200 J 

14 J 
11 J 

270 J 

890 

8 - Analyte detectedin the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500105 
Baae 2 of 5 ^ ^ ^ e 



Semivolatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-15 
SB-15-00-01 
10/31/2001 

0 - 1 ft 
B0DZ9 

88-16 
88-16-00-01 
10/31/2001 

0 - 1 f t 

80DZ6 

88-17 

88-17-00-01 
11/01/2001 

0 - 1 f t 
B0E14 

SB-19 
SB-19-15-17 

05/02/2002 
15 -17 f t 
B0F84 

88-21 
88-21-14-15 
05/01/2002 
14 -15 f t 

B0F91 

Semivolatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Acetophenone 
Anthracene 
Benzaldehyde . 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(q,h,l)perylene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Biphenyl 
Butylbenzyl phthalate 
Caprolactam 
Carbazole 
Chrysene 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 
Dibenzofuran 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Isophorone 
Methylnaphthalene-2 
Naphthalene 
Phenanthrene 
Phthalate, bis(2-ethylhexyl) (DEHP) 
Phthalate, di-n-butyl 
Phthalate, di-n-octyl 
Phthalate, diethyl 
Pyrene 

50000 

224 
61 

1100 
50000 
1100 

50000 

400 
14 

6200 
50000 
50000 
3200 
4400 
36400 
13000 
50000 
50000 
8100 
50000 
7100 
50000 

14 J 
17 J 
16 J 
21 J 

35 J 

23 J 

12 J 
300 J 

79 J 

31 J 

7 J 

12 J 

19 J 
26 J 

41 J 
6 J 

160 J 
\-S •, • iaO J : .': W 

230 J 
73 J 

180 J 

12 J 

20 J 
190 J 

; 28 J (Al 
10 J 

270 J 
19 J 
78 J 

11 J 

170 J 

200 J 

320 J 

38 J 39 J 

8 - Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J • Reported value is estimated In quantity 

June 2003 

500106 
Page 3 of 5 



Semivolatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 
. 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SB-21 

88-21-14-15-D 
05/01/2002 
14-15f t 

80F92 

SB-DW1 

S8-DW1-00-00 
11/02/2001 

N/A 
B0E21 

SB-DW2 

SB-DW2-12-14 
11/28/2001 
12-14 f t 

80F26RE 

SB-DW2 
8B-DW2-22-24 

11/28/2001 

22 - 24 ft 
B0F27 

SB-DW3 
8B-DW3-12-14 

11/27/2001 

12 -14 f t 

B0F20 

Semivolatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Acetophenone 
Anthracene 
Benzaldehyde 
3enzo(a)anthracene 
aenzo(a)pyrene 
Berizo(b)nuoranthene 
Benzo(q,h,l)perylene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Biphenyl 
Butylbenzyl phthalate 
Caprolactam 
Cartiazoie 
Chrysene 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 
Dibenzofuran 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
lndeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene 
Isophorone 
Methylnaphthalene-2 
Naphthalene 
Phenanthrene 
Phthalate, bis(2-ethylhexyl) (DEHP) 
Phthalate, di-n-butyl 
Phthalate, di-n-octyl 

Phthalate, diethyl 
Pyrene 

50000 

224 
61 

' • ; : : • 

50000 
1100 

50000 

400 
14 

6200 
50000 
50000 
3200 
4400 
36400 
13000 
50000 
50000 
8100 
50000 

7100 
50000 

55 J 

580 J 

2400 J 
: 2800- j ; f 

3600 J 

(A| 

(Al 
(Ai 

2400 J 
; SiOiOJ :? (Al 

580 J 

4000 J 
700 J -

(Al 
(Al 

7100 J 
500 J 

1800 J 

3900 J 

5600 J 

49 J 

35 J 

190 J 
130 J " .(A) 
180 J 
86 J 

160 J 
39 J 
66 J 

23 J 
280 J 
34 J v W 
35 J 

470 
62 J 
90 J 

250 J 
91 J 

270 J 
730 

52 J 
19 J 

440 

20 J 

. 

170 J 

110 J 

" 300 J ' ^ ( A l 
. 230 J :W 

330 J 
140 J 
310 J 

82 J 
230 J 

49 J 
490 (Al 

49 J (Al 
120 J 

1000 
190 J 
130 J 

910 
230 J 
850 

2700 
61 J 

270 J 
19 J 

740 

8 • Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

500107 
F>3ne4of S P ^ e 



Semivolatile Organic Compounds Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island^ New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

S8-DW3 
SB-DW3-22-24 

11/27/2001 
22 - 24 ft 

80F21 

Semivolatile Organic Compounds (ug/Kg) I 
Acenaphthene 
Acenaphthylene 
Acetophenone 
Anthracene 
Benzaldehyde 
Benzo(a)anthracene 
Benzo(a)pyrene 
Benzo(b)fluoranthene 
Benzo(q,h,l)perylene 
Benzo(k)fluoranthene 
Biphenyl 
Butylbenzyl phthalate 
Caprolactam 
CariDazole 
Chrysene 
Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 
Dibenzofuran 
Fluoranthene 
Fluorene 
lndeno(1,2.3-cd)pyrene 
Isophorone 
Methylnaphthalene-2 
Naphthalene 
Phenanthrene 
Phthalate, bis(2-ethylhexyl) (DEHP) 
Phthalate, di-n-butyl 
Phthalate, di-n-octyl 
Phthalate, diethyl 
Pyrene 

50000 

224 
61 

1100 
50000 
1100 

50000 

400 
14 

6200 
50000 
50000 

• 3200 
4400 
36400 
13000 
50000 
50000 
8100 
50000 
7100 
50000 

, 

19 J 

18 J 
19 J 

A. New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, 
Technical and Administrative Guidance Memorandum U 4046, 
Determination of Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels, 
January 24, 1994. 

Note 1: 0-0.17 feet refers to the upper depth in feet at which 
surface soil samples were collected (for example, 0 to 2 inches 
means 0 to 0.17 feet). 

Note 2: A letter in parenthesis after an analytical result indicates 
the reference level that the result exceeds. For example, (A) 
after the result in Table 4-1 indicates that the NYSDEC Soil 
Cleanup Objective was exceeded. 

8 - Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value'is estimated in quantity 

500108 
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Metals Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

s ta t ion ID 

Sample ID 

Sample Date 

Sample In terva l 

CLP Sample ID 

Chemica l Name 

(A) 

NYSOIL 

• - - ' — • ; • . • • 

88-01 

88-01-00-02 

11/02/2001 

0 - 0 . 1 7 ft 

MB0D31 

SS-01 

SS-01-06-12 

11/02/2001 

0.5 - 1 ft 

MB0D30 

88-02 

SS-02-00-02 

11/02/2001 

0 - 0.17 ft 

M80D35 

88-02 

SS-02-00-02D 

11/02/2001 

0 - 0 . 1 7 ft 

MB0D36 

SS-02 

88-02-06-12 

11/02/2001 

0 . 5 - 1 ft 

MB0D33 

Meta ls (mg /Kg) " ^ ~ ' 

Aluminum 

Arsenic 

Barium 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Copper 

Iron 

Lead 

Magnesium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 

Sodium. 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

33000 

12 

600 

1.75 

1 

40 

60 

50 

550000 

500 

5000 

0.2 

25 

3.9 

300 

50 

3160 

3.5 = 

45.6 J 

0.27 B 

0.31 B 

3900 

10.4 

3 B 

38.2 

6490 

141 

1820 

118 

7.5 B 

233 B 

70.2 B 

10.2 B 

213 (Al 

3570 

6.9 

46.5 

0.24 B 

..••.:::-.5,1."^'7.T. (Al 

4680 

19.7 

3.8 B 

' : ^ ' : ' . 25T : .-.'. W 

12600 

302 

2550 

204 

0.11 J 

19.6 

254 B 

25.8 

326 (Al 

3830 

7.8 

82.5 

0.51 B 

1.6 (*l 
14700 

34.2 

5,6 B 

•- , 83 .9 ; :Ss *S "w 
13500 

•••>56i54?;-''T (Al 

7870 

246 

.:.•'•• o ^ r S f W 
22.3 

363 B 

110 B 

20.8 

591 (Al 

3160 

6.4 

65.3 

0.25 B 

'i.z .:: ^-'''-w 
13500 

28.3 

4 B 

• 59.6 • (Al 

12400 

432 

7320 

202 

0,23 J (Al 

16,4 

299 B 

74.6 B 

17.7 

437 (Al 

7270 

7,8 

115 

0,37 B 

.••:i--":.,2.2->;::;:;.•:;:. ^(Ai 

4300 

25 

5.8 B 

41.1 

14200 

159 

2820 

337 

0.17 J 

14,6 

426 B 

28 

184 (Al 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value Is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 
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Metals Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SS-02 

88-02-06-12D 
11/02/2001 

0.5 - 1 ft 
MB0D34 

88-03 
88-03-00-02 
11/03/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

MB0D32 

SS-03 
88-03-06-12 
11/03/2001 
0.5-1 ft 

MB0O37 

SS-04 

SS-04-00-02 
11/03/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

MB0D38 

SS-04 
88-04-06-12 
11/03/2001 

0.5 - 1 ft 
MB0D39 

Metals (mg/Kg) 1 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Sodium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

33000 
12 

600 
1,75 

1 

40 
60 
50 

550000 
500 

5000 
0,2 
25 

3,9 

300 
50 

4900 
5,5 

35,9 B 
0,28 B 

1 B 
2240 
11,9 
44 B 

30,5 
9460 
98,6 
1700 
208 

11,3 
247 B 

19,7 
115" (Al 

3600 
6,5 

85,7 
0,22 B 
0.36 B 

11400 
13.5 

3 B 
28,8 
8110 
., 241 
2380 

117 
0.17 J 
7.8 B 
303 B 

14 
268 (Al 

4530 
5,9 

37,4 B 
0,29 B 

6310 
9,1 
3,9 B 

22,6 
6820 
69,3 

,3000 
183 

0,12 J 
7,6 B 
265 B 

12,5 
; 112 (Al 

4540 
6 

48,7 
0,29 B 
0,47 B 

11100 
14,5 

4 B 
27,1 
9270 
96,8 
6840 

192 
•::.: 0,45 J / -(A) 

11,8 
450 B 

1 J 

17,3 
220 (Al 

5090 
6,4 

36,6 B 
0,33 B 
0.22 B 
3800 
10.4 
4,5 B 

28,8 
10400 

82 
2440 

229 
0,19 J 
11,7 
291 B 

1 J 

18 
152 , : :;^i(Ai 

8 - Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 
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Metals Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-05 
SS-05-00-02 
11/03/2001 

0 - 0.17 ft 

MB0D40 

") 

SS-05 
SS-05-06-12 
11/03/2001 

0.5-1 ft 
M80D41 

SS-06 

88-06-00-02 
11/03/2001 

0-0.17 ft 
M80D42 

SS-06 
88-06-06-12 

11/03/2001 
0.5-1 ft 

MB0D43 

SS-07 
SS-07-00-02 
11/03/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

MB0O44 

Metals (mg/Kg) s.v ' 
Aluminum --— 

Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Sodium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

33000 
12 

600 
1,75 

1 

40 
60 
50 

F'.rcc: 
500 

5000 
0,2 
25 

3,9 

300 
50 

4900 
6,4 
67 

0,34 B 
0,21 B 
6830 
17,4 
4,9 B 

?3 ' 
11100 

135 
4090 

237 
, 0.7 J (Al 

11 
458 B 
1,1 J 

20,7 
158 (Al 

5420 
8.9 

39,4 B 
0,31 B 

6420 
10,3 
4,3 B 

35.8 
10100 

170 
3730 
316 

•'X!:--0J2:J ••.•:'::•:{*) 
9,9 
301 B 
1,1 J 

17,3 
124 (Al 

2490 
2,3 
18 B 

0,26 B 

3900 
8,5 
2,8 B 
13 

7910 
29.2 
1920 
162 

7,4 B 
294 B 

137 B 
7.3 B 

936 V W 

2110 
4,4 

26,6 B 
0,27 B 
0,25 B 

88000 
5,4 

3 B 
25 

6820 
35 

6070 
256 

11,4 J 
517 B 

126 B 
10,2 B 

" 3i31 (Al 

10600 
:.'':..• ••:-&i:5:::i':'0v.m:W. 

67,4 
0.52 B 

;:i.-.'S-1;2:B'^-v'»""(Ai 
- 6540 

33.4 
6,7 B 

' ":-=5i.8.:'-'^*:\:'(Ai 
20500 

298 
2150 

342 

18,1 J 
492 B 

118 B 
37,7 

796y:-:%j:..m 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J • Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 
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Metals Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SS-07 
88-07-06-12 
11/03/2001 

0.5-1 ft 

MB0D45 

SS-08 
88-08-00-02 
11/03/2001 

0-0.17 ft 
MB0D46 

SS-08 

88-08-06-12 ' 
11/03/2001 
0.5 - 1 ft 
M80D47 

SS-09 
88-09-00-02 
11/03/2001 
0-0.17 ft 

MB0D81 

88-09 
SS-09-06-12 
11/03/2001 

0.5 - 1 ft 
M80DS2 

Metals (mg/Kg) I 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Sodium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

33000 
12 

600 
1,75 

1 

40 
60 
50 

550000 
500 

5000 
0,2 
25 

3,9 

300 
50 

9550 
: \ 42:2a (Al 

58,4 
0,46 8 
0,41 B 

12100 
28,8 
6,6 B 

55.1 (Al 
28700 

238 
2750 

319 

19 J 
552 B 

65,6 B 
32 

544 (Al 

6320 
7,2 

49,8 
0,4 B 

0,47 B 
7520 
14,2 
4,8 B 

34,8 
11900 

172 
2560 
259 

18,8 J 
437 B 

26,6 
161 (Al 

8490 
9 

49,3 
0,45 B 
0.23 B 

4450 
14.3 
5.8 B 

31,1 
13800 

139 
2190 
271 

18,5 J 
468 B 

62,1 B 
31,9 

: . . • 125 .::::,:•-;:' w. 

7890 
8.6 
81 
0,5 B 

0,85 B 
11500 

17,5 
7,1 B 
107 (Al 

14400 
282 

2560 
413 

' • • , , . ; r : : : r o .3 l ; - ; • - • . •= 7 . ( A I 

23,6 J 
601 B 

74,2 B 
34,6 

- 4 6 5 (Al 

6800 
7 

. 42 B 
0,42 B 
0,42 B 

7190 
11,8 
4,9 B 

: • . 53-..-,= •m 
10700 

134 
3250 
237 
0.23 (Al 
13.7 J 
348 8 

67.9 B 
25.3 

, 232^ :': ' : ' :: (Al 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J -Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 
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Metals Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Stat ion ID 

Sample ID 

Sample Date 

Sample In terval 

CLP Sample ID 

Chemica l Name 

(A) 

NYSOIL 

88-10 

SS-10-00-02 

11/03/2001 

0 - 0.17 ft 

MB0D83 

88-10 

SS-10-06-12 

11/03/2001 

0.5 - 1 ft 

M80D84 

Meta ls (mg/Kg) 

Aluminum 

Ai-senic 

Barium 

Beryllium 

Cadmium 

Calcium 

Chromium 

Cobalt 

Copper 

Iron 

Lead 

Magnesium 

Manganese 

Mercury 

Nickel 

Potassium 

Selenium 

Sodium 

Vanadium 

Zinc 

33000 

12 

600 

1.75 

1 

40 

60 

50 

550000 
Finn 

5000 

0.2 

25 

3.9 

300 

50 

2680 

3.1 

22,9 B 

0,27 B 

941 B 

12.1 

3,1 B 

35,3 
7B«n 

43,9 

829 B 

147 

7,8 B 

274 B 

64,9 B 

14,7 

210 (Al 

4020 

4,3 

42,2 

0,34 B 

•;•:•. ..1.1^:':i'-:4-=^r(Ai 

3590 

11,3 

3,4 B 
• •; •..•.:145::;--H:;:Vi..(Al 

8860 

82,1 

1730 

177 

10,8 J 

262 B 

82,4 B 

23,7 

: ••4AS;U:'': ' ':-. w 

A. New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, Technical and Administrative 
Guidance Memorandum # 4046, Determination of 
Soil Cleanup Objectives and Cleanup Levels, 
January 24, 1994. 

Note 1: 0-0.17 feet refers to the upper depth in feet 
at which surface soil samples were collected (for 
example, 0 to 2 inches means 0 to 0.17 feet). 

Note 2: A letter in parenthesis after an analytical 
result indicates the reference level that the result 
exceeds. For example, (A) after the result in Table 
4-1 indicates that the NYSDEC Soil Cleanup 
Objective was exceeded. 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value Is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 
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Metals Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SB-01 
88-01-010-012 

11/26/2001 
1 6 - I 2 f t 
M80D48 

SB-01 

SB-01-010-012-D 
11/26/2001 
10-12 ft 

M80D49 

88-01 
88-01-040-042 

11/26/2001 
40 - 42 ft 

M80O50 

88-02 
88-02-15-17 
11/28/2001 
15-17f t 

M80D54 

SB-03 
88-03-15-17 
11/29/2001 

15-17f t 
MB0D56 

Metals (mq/Kq) 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

33000 
12 

600 
1,75 

1 

40 
60 
50 

550000 
500 

5000 
0,2 
25 

3,9 

300 
50 

3110 
2,4 J 

28,5 B 
0,17 B 

263 B 
21,3 
4,4 B 

10,1 J 
13100 

5,6 
1040 
220 

10,6 
538 B 

306 B . 

9,4 B 
17,8 J 

2340 
1,8 J 

21,5 B 
0,13 B 

279 B 
12,7 

3 B 
8 J 

8000 
4.4 
752 B 
150 

7.9 B 
323 B 

346 B 

6,3 B 
14,5 J 

917 
1,3 J 
9,6 B 

83,1 B 
2,8 

0,53 B 
4,9 B 

2960 
1,5 

364 B 
38,5 

3,4 B 
223 B 

53 B 

3,4 B 
7,2 J 

1420 
2,7 J 

11,3 B 
0,08 B 

85,6 B 
4,9 
1,3 B 
6,2 J 

5490 
2,5 
450 B 

91,1 

3.7 B 
303 B 

0.98 J 
59.7 B 

6.4 B 
9.5 J 

1530 
1.7 B 

20.1 B 
0,09 B 

109 B 
4,9 
1,8 B 

5 B 
5860 

3,2 
649 B 
109 

4,2 B 
483 B 

55,6 B 

5,8 B 
11.2 J 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J • Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 

4 00114 Page 1 of 7 



Metals Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-04 
88-04-15-17 
11/30/2001 
15-17f t 

M80D58 

SB-07 
88-07-15-17 
11/28/2001 
15-17f t 

M80DX5 

SB-08 
88-08-15-17 
11/30/2001 
15-17f t 

MB0D57 

88-09 
88-09-02-04 
12/01/2001 

2 - 4 f t 
MB0D62 

88-10 
8B-10-02-04 
12/01/2001 

2 - 4 f t 

M80D60 

Metais (mg/Kg) 1 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium — 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron ^ 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

33000 
12 

- ' - 600 
1,75 

1 

40 
60 
50 

550000 
500 

OOUO 

0,2 
25 

3,9 

300 
50 

924 . - - ' 1380 
oV '̂s j 
10,4 B 
0,09 B 

48,4 B 
2,3 

0,89 B 
4 B 

3750 
2,1 
^Db B 
56,1 
0,06 J 
2,2 B 
177 B 

25 B 

3,2 B 
7,5 J 

0,92 J 
12,6 B 

83,8 B 
6,1 
1,7 B 

5 J 
SS30 

3.5 
569 B 
88.6 

4,3 B 
293 B 

55,1 B 

4,2 B 
10,3 J 

1360 
0,96 J 
12,2 B 
0,08 B 

85,4 B 
3,4 
1,3 B 
4,5 B 

5010 
2,2 
532 B 
73 

4,1 B 
340 B 

56 B 
1,9 B 
5,3 B 
9,3 J 

4310 
4,7 

28,7 B 
0,22 B 

903 B 
14,4 

7 B 
18,1 J 

14700 
32,5 
1050 
246 

0,07 J 
17,6 
347 B 

0,86 J 
40,3 B 

10,3 B 
41,9 J 

1870 
2,7 

10,3 B 
0,15 B 

639 B 
4 

2,9 B 
5.6 J 

6940 
3.9 
838 B 
125 

'^' 
7.3 B 
199 B 

28,7 B 

4,8 B 
12,9 J 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 
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Metals Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SB-10 
SB-10-02-04-D 

12/01/2001 
2 - 4 f t 

MB0D61 

SB-11 
88-11-00-01 
11/02/2001 

0 - 1 ft 
MB0D26 

88-12 
88-12-00-01 
11/02/2001 

0 - 1 f t 
MB0D27 

88-13 
SB-13-00-01 
11/02/2001 

0 - 1 ft 

MB0D28 

88-14 
88-14-00-01 
10/31/2001 

0 - 1 ft 
M80D23 

Metals (mg/Kg) I 
/Vlumlnum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

33000 
12 

600 
1.75 

1 

40 
60 
50 

550000 
500 

5000 
0.2 
25 

3,9 

300 
50 

1450 
1,9 B 
9,3 B 

0,15 B 

222 B 
3,3 
2,2 B 
4,6 J 

5040 
2,1 
600 B 
112 

5,5 B 
159 B 

25,8 B 
1,1 B 

4 B 
9,1 J 

14200 
9,8 

57,4 
0,53 B 

1400 
21,3 
12,2 
14,2 

18300 
25,9 
2280 
339 

15,1 
766 B 

34,1 
43,1 

7020 
5,7 

30,5 B 
0,35 B 

•i;^-^o-:-i.9.--.r""'''(Ai 
7050 
17.8 
7,9 B 

35,3 
14900 

43,9 
1640 
296 

, V 0,8 J " ( A l 
12,6 
525 B 

14 
'•::'• 250 (Al 

9700 
4,3 

28,1 B 
0,36 B 

1040 B 
13,1 
32.7 
10,5 

16100 
14,9 
1810 
247 

. • m - 0 2 1 J ••.• (Al 
11,4 
621 B 

15,6 
: 62:7 r (Al 

10100 
11,5 
89,5 
0,39 B 

9820 
25,1 

20 
; -57.9 ; , - ( ^ 

18700 
97.3 
3270 
657 

0.75 J (A) 
17.2 
717 B 

117 B 

23.5 
143 (AJf 

8 - Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated In quantity 

June 2003 > 
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Metals Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-15 
SB-15-00-01 
10/31/2001 

0 - 1 ft 
M80D22 

88-16 
88-16-00-01 
10/31/2001 

0 - 1 ft 
M80D21 

88-17 
88-17-00-01 
11/01/2001 

0 - 1 f t 

M80D25 

88-19 
88-19-15-17 
05/02/2002 
15-17f t 

MBODYO 

SB-20 
88-20-15-17 
05/02/2002 
15 -17 f t 

M80DY6 

Metals (mg/Kg) 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium "" 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead " 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Sodium -
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

33000 
12 

600 
1.75 

1 

40 
60 
50 

550000 
500 

5000 
C,2 
25 

3,9 

300 
50 

13300 
4,5 

403 B 
0,55 B 

711 B 
16,4 
9,4 B 
9,6 

15800 
9,3 

2250 
" \<1U 

13 
774 B 

218 
35,9 

14400 
,."l9^.-->:;-.;.(Al 
50,6 
0,54 B 

2020 
19,1 
8,1 B 

27.8 
19600 

62 
2000 

340 

18,2 
662 B 

26.6 
; ••r98.2,"\;-"'':;,(Ai 

10200 
10.6 
47,9 
0,42 B 

2950 
16,9 
9,5 B 

.••-;••:•.51.4-,' ' - ; : (A i 
15300 

69,9 
1740 
307 
0,14 J 
14,3 
718 B 

119 B 

27 
78.9 (Al 

1190 
0,67 B 
9,3 B 

119 B 
2,6 
1,7 B 
4,5 B 

4960 
1,8 
314 B 

79,4 J 

2,2 B 
311 B 

213 BJ 

3,5 B 
7,7 

1610 
0.8 B 

10.8 B 

132 B 
4.4 
1.8 B 
5,3 J 

6080 
1,4 
476 B 
130 J 

- — 
3,7 B 
466 B 

222 BJ 

3.7 B 
12,6 

B - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 
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Metals Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

88-21 
88-21-14-15 
05/01/2002 
14 -15 f t 
MB0DY2 

SB-21 

SB-21-14-15-D 
05/01/2002 

14-15 f t 
M80DY3 

8B-DW1 

88-DW1-00-00 
11/02/2001 

N/A 

M80D29 

SB-DW1 

SB-DW1-00-01 
11/02/2001 

0 - 1 ft 

M80D24 

SB-DW2 
SB-DW2-12-14 

11/28/2001 
12-14 ft 

M80D55 

Metals (mq/Kg) 1 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

33000 
12 

600 
1:75 

1 

40 
60 
50 

550000 
500 

5000 
0,2 
25 

3,9 

300 
50 

1920 
0,81 B 
15,2 B 

157 B 
4,9 
2,2 B 
4,3 B 

5420 
1,5 

679 B 
102 J 

3,4 B 
621 B 

205 BJ 

5,1 B 
10,2 

1980 
0,79 B 
15,5 B 

147 B 
4,7 
2,3 B 
4,3 B 

5440 
1,3 

717 B 
108 J 

3,8 B 
602 B 

265 BJ 

5 5 B 
10,1 

7420 -
;'v/-;:.;..35..=vV.-.- \^ 

179 
0,4 B 

••- . . - - ; • „3.5':. u > - ' ' \ ( A | 

22100 
Jr-:: ' i '^^2iX:yVM 

8.2 B 
; ; 361 • : ; (Al 

21100 
•::.•• 1190.';'•ii£''^V(A| 

12600 
135 

,>•-s; .,0.55-J'.v: ..(Ai 
23.9 
776 B 

156 B 

34.2 
887 : W 

1480 
4 

31,8 B 
0,1 B 

475 B 
5,4 
2,5 B 
6,1 

10800 
8 

730 B 
243 

3,5 B 
489 B 

6.1 B 
23,3 

1420 
4.4 J 

26,1 B 
0,07 B 

1830 
3,8 
1,3 B 
9,3 J 

33400 
16 

683 B 
114 

4,9 B 
358 B 

56 B 

8,5 B 
30 J 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value Is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 
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Metals Detected in Soils 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station 10 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 

Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

(A) 
NYSOIL 

SB-DW2 
SB-DW2-22-24 

11/28/2001 
22 - i24 ft 
MB0D51 

SB-DW3 
8B-0W3-12-14 

11/27/2001 
12-14 ft 
MB0DX7 

SB-DW3 
SB-DW3-22-24 

11/27/2001 
22 - 24 ft 
M80DX6 

MW-21 
S8-MW.2I-15-17 

12/01/2001 
15-17 f t 

M80D63 

MW-5M 
SB-MW-5M-235-236 

12/10/2001 
235 - 236 ft 

MBOD53 

Metals (mg/Kg) 
Aluminum 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Beryllium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Mercury 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Sodium 
Thallium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

33000 
12 

600 
1,75 

1 

40 
60 
50 

550000 
500 

5000 
0,2 
n r 

3,9 

300 
50 

969 
2 J 

8,5 B 
0,08 B »" 

95,4 B 
2,3 
1,6 B 
5,6 J 

7320 
13 
286 B 
104 

3,2 B 
166 B 

47,1 B 

4 B 
13,6 J 

1880 
3,5 J 

18,1 B 
0.08 B 

5530 
5,9 
1,4 B 

11.5 J 
11300 

17,2 
3160 
55,4 

5,7 B 
274 B 

56,2 B 

8,7 B 
45,4 J 

1030 
1,4 J 

10,4 B 

105 B 
3,2 
1,1 B 
4,2 J 

3360 
4 

446 B 
40,9 

3 B 
249 B 

54,6 B 

4,2 B 
9:6 J 

1490 
0,94 B 
12,8 B 
0,11 B 

62 B 
3,6 
1,7 B 
5,4 J 

5470 
1.9 
579 B 
104 

3.9 B 
343 B 

52.6 B 
1.4 B 
5.3 B 

10.5 J 

25000 
6,4 J 
89 J 

940 
24 
9 

14 
12000 

17 
1800 
130 

13 
3700 

38 
34 

8 - Analyte detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 i 
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TABLE 3 
Groundwater Data 
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Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Groundwater 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Stat ion ID 

S a m p l e l D 

Sample Date 

Samp le In terval 

CLP Sample ID 

Chemica l Name 

Vo la t i le Organ ic C o m p o u n d s (ug /L 

Acetone 

Benzene 

Bromoform 

Carbon disulfide 

Chloromethane 

Dibromochloromethane 

Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 

Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 

Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 

Methylene chloride 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

(A) 
MCL 

(B) 
NYMCL 

MW-5M 

MW-5M-OSO-055 

11/15/2001 

N/A 
B0EW7DL 

MW-5M 

MW-5M-060-065 

11/15/2001 

N/A 
B0EW8 

MW-5M 

MW-5M-070-075 

11/16/2001 

N/A 
BOEXO 

MW-5M 

MW-5M-090-095 

11/16/2001 

N/A 

80EX2 

MW-5M 

MW-5M-100-105 

11/16/2001 

N/A 
B0EX3 

5 
80 

80 
70 

5 
5 
5 

5 
100 

5 
100 
5 

5 
5 
5 

2 J 

36 J (ABl 

2 J 

1 J 

0,4 J 

0,4 J 0,4 J 

0,6 J 

0,4 J 

1 J 

0,4 J 

0,7 J 

2 J 

8 - Ana ly te detec ted In t he assoc ia ted b lank 
J - Repor ted va lue is es t ima ted in quan t i t y 

June 2003 
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VoLiile Organic Compounds Detected in Groundwater 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

s ta t i on ID 

Sample ID 

Sample Date 

Sample In terva l 

CLP Sample ID 

Chemica l Name 

Volat i le Organ ic C o m p o u n d s (ug /L 

Acetone 

Benzene 

Bromoform 

Carbon disulfide 

Chloromethane 

Dibromcxhloromethane 

Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 

Methyl ethyl ketone (2-butanone) 

Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 

Methylene chloride 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

W 
MCL 

<B) 
NYMCL 

MW-SM 

MW-5M-120-125 

11/18/2001 

N/A 

80EX5 

MW-5IA 

MW-5M-130-135 

11/19/2001 

N/A 
BOEXO 

NIW-5NI 

MW-5M-140-145 

11/19/2001 

N/A 
B0EX7 

MW-5M 

MW-5M-290-295 

12/12/2001 

N/A 
B0F80 

MW-SM 

MW-5M-290-295-D 

12/12/2001 

N/A 

80F81 

5 
80 

80 
70 

5 
5 
5 

5 
100 

5 
100 
5 

5 
5 
5 

0,3 J 

0.4 J 0,6 J 0,7 J 

5,6 J 

1,2 J 

0,2 J 

0,4 J 

1,1 J 

5,7 J 

1 J 

0,2 J 

0,3 J 

1,2 J 

0,5 J 

8 • Ana l y te detected in the assoc ia ted b lank 
J - Repor ted value is es t ima ted in q u a n t i t y 

June 2003 
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Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Groundwater 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/L) 
Benzene 
Bromoform 
Cari}on disulfide 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Chloroethane 
Chloroform 
Chloromethane 
Cyclohexane 
Dichlorobenzene-1,2 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethene-1,2 trans 
Dichloroethylene-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Dichloropropene-1,3 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroetharie-1,1,2 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

(A) 
MCL 

(B) 
NYMCL 

MW-21 

MW-21-1 
07/16/2002 

N/A 
BOFAO 

MW-28 
MW-2S-1 

07/16/2002 

N/A 
80FB1 

MW-3S 
MW-3S-1 

07/16/2002 
N/A 

80FB3 

MW-41 
MW-41-1 

07/16/2002 
N/A 

80FB0 

MW-4S 

MW-4S-1 
07/16/2002 

N/A 
B0FA8 

• 

5 
80 

5 

-,-._,. 
600 

100 
7 

70 

700 

5 
1000 
200 

5 
5 

2 
10000 

5 
100 

5 
5 

100 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
2 
5 

0.14 J 

1.3 
1,1 

0.85 J 

0,28 J 

0,18 J 

3,3 

-
0,22 J 

12 (ABl 

0,25 J 

1,3 J 

1.1 

0,27 J 

0,14 J 
0,11 J 
0,15 J 

0,36 J 
- : ? ; : • : i 4 , ... , .(ABl 

0.16 J 

0,49 J 

1.3 
1.1 

1.2 J 

V 

0,36 J 

0,2 J 

• 5 . 8 / '̂  : • • : . . ' .M 

0,51 

2 1 0 E» ; -(ABJ 

~' 
0,5 

0,96 
'" 

0,79 
39 D (ABl 

0,1 J 
3,9 

39 D (ABl 

8 • Analyte detected in the associated blank 
O • Analyte concentration was obtained as a result of a 
dilution. 
J • Reported value is estimated In quantity 

500123 
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Volatile Organic Comn'^*•'"!.> i jetected in Groundwater 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

Volatile Organic Compounds (uq/L 
Benzene 
Bromoform 
CartJon disulfide 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Chloroethane 
Chloroform 
Chloromethane 
Cyclohexane 
Dichlorobenzene-1,2 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethene-1,2 trans 
Dichloroethylene-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Dichloropropene-1,3 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethane-1,1,2 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

(A) 
MCL 

(B) 
NYMCL 

MW-51 

MW-51-1 
07/16/2002 

N/A 

80FA6 

MW-51 
MW-5I-D-1 
07/16/2002 

N/A 
B0FA7 

MW-5M 
MW-5M-050-1 

07/18/2002 

N/A 
80FC7 

MW-5M 
MW-5M-074.1 

07/18/2002 

N/A 
B0FC6 

MW-5M 

MW-5M-099-1 
07/18/2002 

N/A 
B0FC5 

5 
80 

5 

600 

100 
7 

70 

700 

5 
1000 
200 
5 
5 

2 
10000 

5 
100 

5 
5 

100 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
2 
5 

'̂  
0,13 J 

0,91 
1,2 

2,1 J 

0,14 J 

11 
1,4 

2,5 J 

% 
0,42 J 
0,19 J 
0,34 j 

::'::r.-:'..=:;'-i9.U' .. w 
0.79 
0.14 J 
340 D (ABl 

1,1 
-; : 63 D (ABl 

0,22 J 
13 (Bl 

^54 D (ABl 

0,13 J 

0,39 J 

0,12 J ' 

0,22 J 

0,91 
1 

1,2 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
D - Analyte concentration was obtained as a result of a 
dilution. 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

500124 
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Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Groundwater 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long island. New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/L 
Benzene 
Bromoform 
Carbon disulflde 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Chloroethane 
Chloroform 
Chloromethane 
Cyclohexane 
Dichlorobenzene-1,2 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethene-1,2 trans 
Dichloroethylene-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Dichloropropene-1,3 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethane-1,1,2 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

(A) 
MCL 

(B) 
NYMCL 

MW-5M 
MW-5M-129-1 

07/18/2002 
N/A 

80FC4 

MW-5M 

MW-5M-199-1 
07/18/2002 

N/A 

B0FC3 

MW-SM 
MW-5M-279.1 

07/18/2002 

N/A 
B0FC2 

MW-5M 
MW-5M-344-1 

07/18/2002 
N/A 

BOFCO 

MW-5M 
MW-5M-344-D-1 

07/18/2002 
N/A 

B0FC1 

1 
5 
80 

5 

600.,. 

100 
7 

70 

700 

R 

1000 
200 
5 
5 

2 
10000 

5 
100 

5 
5 

100 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
2 
5 

. 

•* 

0,69 

0,7 
3,5 

0,17 J 

6.1 (ABl 

0,2 J 

0,64 

0,92 

0,32 J 
13 ,.(AB| 

0,21 J 

•-• ... 32;:D.-;>y-f(ABi 

0,26 J 

0,41 J 
2,7 

0,11 J 

i 5.9 (ABl 

' 

1 

-

0.31 J 
6.6 (ABl 

0.32 J 

20 (ABl 

0,35 J 

-

0,33 J 
1,7 

1 J 

0,3 J 
.•.6.1--;:^::«;v:(ABi 

0,32 J 

,..,;:i8^K,i-A-.;/(AB) 

0.38 J 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
D - Analyte concentration was obtained as a result of a 
dilution. 
J - Reported value is estimated In quantity 

500125 
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Volatile Organic Compounds Detect'jd in Groundwater 
Jackson S*-.; K I /FS 

M'" ' .ic, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/L 
Benzene 
Bromoform 
Carbon disulfide 
Carbon tetrachloride 
Chloroethane 
Chloroform 
Chloromethane 
Cyclohexane 
Dichlorobenzene-1,2 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethene-1,2 trans 
Dichloroethylene-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Dichloropropene-1,3 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethane-1,1,2 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

(A) 
MCL 

(B) 
NYMCL 

• 

MW-5M 

MW-5M-379-1 
07/18/2002 

N/A 
B0FB9 

MW-5M 
MW-5M-404-1 

07/18/2002 
N/A 

80F88 

MW-5M 
MW-5M-429-1 

07/18/2002 
N/A 

80F87 

MW-5M 
MW-5M-454-1 

07/18/2002 
N/A 

B0FB6 

MW-5S 

MW-5S-1 
07/16/2002 

N/A 

B0FA5 

1 
5 
80 

5 

600 

100 
7 
70 

700 

5 
1000 
200 
5 
5 

2 
10000 

5 
100 

5 
5 

100 
5. 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 

, 5 
5 
2 
5 

0.14 J 

0.71 

0,65 
3,7 
0,2 J 

6.3 (ABl 

0,11 J 

0,25 J 

0,62 
2 

53 D -(ABl 
0,15 J 
0,38 J 
0,18 J 
190 D (ABl 

0,16 J 

0,15 J 

0,55 
1,4 

0,48 J 
24: (ABl 

0,28 J 
0,27 J 

52 D (ABl 

0,19 J 

0,11 J 
0,13 J 

0,31 J 

2 
3 

86 D (ABl 
0,18 J 

1,5 
0,17 J 
200 D (ABl 

0,16 J 

•^''•" :iB.3-. im 
1,1 

: 160 D , (ABJ 

0,3 J 
36 D (ABj 

4,4 

33 DJ (Afll 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
D - Analyte concentration was obtained as a result of a 
dilution. 
J • Reported value Is estimated in quantity 

500126 
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Volatile Organic Compounds Detected In Ground^«!>»tfir 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 

Sample ID 

Sample Date 

Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/L 

Benzene 

Bromoform 

Carbon disulflde 

Carbon tetrachloride 

Chloroethane 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

Cyclohexane 

Dichlorobenzene-1,2 

Dichloroethane-1,1 

Dichloroethene-1.2 trans 

Dichloroethylene-1,1 

Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 

Dichloropropene-1,3 cis 

Ethylbenzene 

Isopropylbenzene 

Methyl cyclohexane 

Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Toluene 

rrichloroethane-1,1,1 

rrichloroethane-1,1,2 

Trichloroethylene 

Trichlorofluoromethane 

Vinyl chloride 

Xylenes, total 

(A) 

MCL 

(B) 

NYMCL 

MW-6S 

MW-6S-1 

07/16/2002 

N/A 

B0F82 

MW-7M 

MW-7M-050-1 

07/19/2002 

N/A 

B0FC8 

MW-7M 

MW-7M-074-1 

07/19/2002 

N/A 

B0FC9 

MW-7M 

MW-7M-074-D-1 

07/19/2002 

t4,'a, 

BDFD3 

MW-7M 

MW-7M-099-1 

07/19/2002 

N/A 

BOFDO 

1 
5 

80 

5 

600 

— 
100 

7 

70 

700 

5 
tnnn 

200 

5 

5 

2 

10000 

5 

100 

5 

5 

100 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

5 

2 

5 

0,81 

— 

0,99 

1,9 
2,2 

0,72 

0,71 

0,15 J 

0,5 J 

0,17 J 

0,21 J 

0,11 J 

0,95 

0,3 J 

0,15 J 

1,2 

0,31 J 

0,13 J 

,̂ 

. o , i r j 

1.2 ,. 

0,14 J 

0,17 J 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
D • Analyte concentration was obtained as a result of a 
dilution. 
J • Reported value is estimated in quantity 

500127 
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Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Groundwater 
Jackson Steel R""=̂ S 

Mineola. Lone ; j l^. id. New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 
Chemical Name 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/L 
Benzene 
Bromoform 
Cartjon disulfide 
Cartion tetrachloride 
Chloroethane 
Chloroform 
Chloromethane 
Cyclohexane 
Dichlorobenzene-1,2 
Dichloroethane-1,1 
Dichloroethene-1,2 trans 
Dichloroethylene-1,1 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 
Dichloropropene-1,3 cis 
Ethylbenzene 
Isopropylbenzene 
Methyl cyclohexane 
Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Toluene 
Trichloroethane-1,1,1 
Trichloroethane-1,1,2 
Trichloroethylene 
Trichlorofluoromethane 
Vinyl chloride 
Xylenes, total 

(AJ 
MCL 

(B) 
NYMCL 

MW-7M 

MW-7M-129-1 
07/19/2002 

N/A 

80FD1 

MW-7M 
MW-7M-199-1 

07/19/2002 

N/A 
B0FD2 

MW-8M 
MW-8M-050-1 

07/19/2002 

N/A 
B0FD4 

MW-8M 
MW-8M-074-1 

07/19/2002 

N/A 
B0FD5 

MW-8M 

MW-8M-099-1 
07/19/2002 

N/A 

80FD6 

-
5 
80 

5 

600 

100 
7 
70 

700 

5 
1000 
200 
5 
5 

2 
10000 

5 
100 

5 
5 

100 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
2 
5 

'' 

0,66 

0 12 J 

0,2 J 

0,29 J 

0,23 J 

0,12 J 

0,47 J 

0,16 J 

0,12 J 

0,14 J 

0,23 J 

0,17 J 

0,47 J 
0,12 J 
0.17 J 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
D - Analyte concentration was obtained as a result of a 
dilution. 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

# 
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Volatile Organic Compounds Detected in Groundwater 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

Volatile Organic Compounds (ug/L) 
Benzene 

Bromoform 

CartDon disulfide 

Carbon tetrachloride 

Chloroethane 

Chloroform 

Chloromethane 

Cyclohexane 

Dichlorobenzene-1,2 

Dichloroethane-1,1 

Dichloroethene-1,2 trans 

Dichloroethylene-1,1 

Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 

Dichloropropene-1,3 cis 

Ethylbenzene 

Isopropylbenzene 

Methyl cyclohexane 

Methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE) 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Toluene 

Trichloroethane-1,1,1 

Trichloroethane-1,1,2 

Trichloroethylene 

Trichlorofluoromethane 

Vinyl chloride 

Xylenes, total 

(A) 
MCL 

(B) 
NYMCL 

MW-8M 

MW-8M-099-0-1 

07/19/2002 

N/A 
BOFEO 

MW-8M 

MW-8M-129-1 

07/19/2002 

N/A 

B0FD7 

MW-8M 

MW-i3M-199-1 

07/19/2002 

N/A 
B0FD8 

MW-8M 

MW-8M-279-1 

07/19/2002 

N/A 
BOFDO 

1 
5 

80 

5 

600 . 

100 
7 

70 

700 

5 
1000 

200 
5 
5 

2 
10000 

5 
100 

5 
5 

100 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 

5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
5 
2 
5 

• • 

0.47 J 

0,14 J 

0.17 J 

0,17 J 

0,3 J 

0,11 J 

0,17 J 

0,66 

0,17 J 

0,43 J 

8 - Ana ly te de tec ted in t he assoc ia ted b lank 
0 • Ana ly te c o n c e n t r a t i o n w a s ob ta i ned as a resu l t o f a 
d i lu t ion . 
J - Repor ted va lue is e s t i m a t e d in quan t i t y 

500129 
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Pesticides and PCBs Detected in Groundwater 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, N'̂ w York 

s ta t ion ID 

Sample ID 

Sample Date 

Sample Interval 

CLP Sample ID 

Chemica l Name 

(A) - : 

NYMCL 

MW-21 

MW-21-1 

07/16/2002 

N/A 

BOFAO 

MW-28 

MW-2S-1 

07/16/2002 

N/A 

B0F81 

MW-3S 

MW-3S-1 

07/16/2002 

N/A 
80FB3 

MW-41 

MW-41-1 

07/16/2002 

N/A 
BOFBO 

MW-4S 

MW-4S-1 

07/16/2002 

N/A 
B0FA8 

Pest ic ides and PCBs (ug/L) 

Chlordane - alpha 

Chlordane - qamma (technical mixture) 

DDD-4,4 

DDT-4,4 

Dieldrin 

Endosulfan 1 (alpha) 

Endrin 

Endrin ketone 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor Epoxide 

2 
2 

2 
2 

0,4 
0,2 

2 
2 

2 

0,4 
0,2 

0,002 J 

0,015 JN 0,032 JN 

0,02 JN 

0,037 JN 

0,0094 J 

0,031 JN 

0,075 J 

0.0073 J 

0,062 J 

8 • Ana ly te de tec ted in the a s s o c i a t e d b lank 
J - Repor ted va lue is es t ima ted in quan t i t y 

June 2003 
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Pesticides and PCBs Detected in Groundwater 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

IVlineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
MCL 

(B) 
NYMCL 

MW-51 
MW-5I-D-1 
07/16/2002 

N/A 
B0FA7 

MW-5S 
MW-5S-1 

07/16/2002 . 
N/A 

80FA5 

MW-6S 
MW-6S-1 

07/16/2002 

N/A 
B0FB2 

Pesticides and PCBs (ug/L) 1 
Chlordane - alpha 
Chlordane - qamma (technical mixture) 
DDD-4,4 
DDT-4,4 
Dieldrin 
Endosulfan 1 (alpha) 
Endrin 
Endrin ketone 
Heptachlor 
Heptachlor Epoxide 

2 
2 

2 
2 

0,4 
0,2 

2 
2 

2 

0,4 
0,2 

0,0017 J 

0,015 J 

0,036 J 
0,015 J 

0,045 J 

0,18 J 

0,024 J 
0,01 JN 

B - Analyte'detected In the associated blank 
J - Reported value Is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 
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Metals Detected in Groundwater 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

station ID 
Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP SamplelD 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
MCL 

(B) 
NYlwri 

MW-9! 

MW-21-1 
07/16/2002 

N/A 

M80DZ4 

MW.2S 
MW-2S-1 

07/16/2002 
N/A 

MB0DZ6 

MW-3S 
MW-38-1 

07/16/2002 
N/A 

M80DZ8 

MW-41 
MW-41-1 

07/16/2002 
N/A 

M80DZ5 

MW-4S 
MW-4S-1 

07/16/2002 

N/A 
M80DZ3 

-

Metals (ug/L) 1 
Aluminum 
Antimony 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Sodium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

6 
10 

2000 
5 

100 

1300 

15 

50 

6 
50 

2000 
5 

100 

300 

300 

50 

5000 

112 B 

84,5 B 

41400 
1,4 B 
1,9 B 

0,94 B 
1310 J ' - (BJ 

1,8 B 
5600 
72,8 

1,4 B 
6200 

61000 
0,56 B 
5,3 B 

38 B 

79,2 B 
0,55 B 

33600 
1 B 

1.5 B 
3350 B 

; m r o i ' t m 
1,2 B 

4430 B 
1,8 B 

29300 

6,7 B 

36,8 B 

60,6 B 
0,43 B 

20300 
1,6 B 

95,4 
1,7 B 
63 B 
1,9 B 

1870 B 
::,-/':V4250v':^:'?;' '::.<:m 

3,5 B 
3970 B 

23700 
0,38 B 
6,9 B 

68,4 B 

93 B 

27800 
0,45 B 

1,7 B 

1320 J .ff'f'm 

5720 
75,1 
0,77 B 
6910 

72300 

4,9 B 

80,2 B 

70,3 B 

25100 
0,96 B -
41,3 B 

1.8 B 
• :2940() J ; : r #) 

1,9 B 
2050 B 
7070 , i7(Bl 

2 B 
3190 B 

2,9 B 
16800 

9,6 B 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value Is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 
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Metals Detected in Groundwater 
Jackson Steel RI/FS 

Mineola, Long Island, New York 

Station ID 

Sample ID 
Sample Date 
Sample Interval 
CLP Sample ID 

Chemical Name 

(A) 
MCL 

(B) 
NYMCL 

MW-51 

MW-51-1 
07/16/2002 

N/A 
MB0DZ1 

MW-51 
MW-5I-D-1 
07/16/2002 

N/A 

M80DZ2 

MW-5S 
MW-5S-1 

07/16/2002 

N/A 
MBODZO 

MW-6S 
MW-6S-1 

07/16/2002 

N/A 
MB0DZ7 

Metals (uq/L) I 
Aluminum 
Antimony 
Arsenic 
Barium 
Cadmium 
Calcium 
Chromium 
Cobalt 
Copper 
Iron 
Lead 
Magnesium 
Manganese 
Nickel 
Potassium 
Selenium 
Sodium 
Vanadium 
Zinc 

6 
10 

2000 
5 

100 

1300 

15 

50 

6 
50 

2000 
5 

100 

300 

300 

50 

5000 

40,5 B 

84,7 B 

22900 
1,3 B 
3,4 B 

0,96 B 
759 J • (Bl 
3,5 

5360 
112 
2,1 B 

5490 

68500 
0,31 B 
26,8 

51,7 B 

85,2 B 

22900 
1,2 B 
3,9 B 
1,2 B 

''•y t:: '^739:J'HX."im 

4,4 
5430 

109 
2 B 

5500 

69200 

10,6 B 

242 J 

76,2 B 
0,48 B 

40600 
2,8 B 

2 B 
4 B 

'.•r^::'393-:j:r.::,r.:..:..im-
3,2 

3820 B 
% 4070 ;> • (Bl 

5,4 B 
3700 B 

18100 
1,1 B 

13,9 B 

33,3 B 
2 B 

•:''.:-i3:s- -- -&: m 
65,3 B 

19800 

6,8 B 
2,5 B 

.:':;\66100 J - ;m M 

1900 B 
, :./:^::S12.-::.:;:;-^ • ; m 

1,7 B 
3320 B 

27900 

4,2 B 

8 - Analyte detected in the associated blank 
J - Reported value is estimated in quantity 

June 2003 
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TABLE 4 
Building Floor Data 
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Building Floor Wipe Sampling Results 
Jackson Steel Site 

1 Sample Location SR-01 

| |SemiMlati l ( i (^o^ l * v 
PCP (Pentachlorophenol) 
Phenanthrene 
Di-n-butylphthalate 
Fluoranthene 
Pyrene 
Butylbenzylphthalate 
bis(2-Ethylhexyl)phthalate 

Pesticidesf(irig/w|pe) 
Dieldrin 
4,4'-DDE 
4,4'-DDD 
4,4'-DDT 
Chlordane - alpha 
Chlordane - gamma 

Metals?(ug/wipe) 

ALUMINUM 
UNTIMONY 
I^RSENIC 
[BARIUM 
BERYLLIUM 
CADMIUM 
CALCIUM 
CHROMIUM 
COBALT 
COPPER 
IRON 
LEAD 
MAGNESIUM 
MANGANESE 
MERCURY 
NICKEL 
POTASSIUM 
SILVER 
SODIUM 
VANADIUM 

[ZINC 

1.4 J 
2.3 J 
1,4 J 

4.9 J 

35 J 
100 UJ 
51 J 

1980 
18.8 
13.2 
67.4 
0.07 J 

3.3 
12200 

340 
27.1 
373 

42500 
199 

1800 
294 
0.31 
60.3 
1200 

1430 
73.2 
783 

SR-01 
Duplicate 

- / / 

1.6 J 
2.9 J 
1.4 J 

5.6 J 

51 J 
180 J 
65 JP 

1700 
13.9 
10.2 
57.3 
0.05 J 

2.7 
9940 

282 
24.3 
145 

32200 
178 

1520 
244 
0.65 
60.9 
1230 

1620 
65.1 
671 

SR-02 

_' -. -̂̂  

1 J 

1 J 

1.5 J 

i • . ' 

600 
190 J 

1520 
10.2 J 
3.6 

33.5 J 

' 0.77 J 
8190 
21.4 

2.5 J 
21.4 ' 
6660 
72.7 
1180 
95.9 
0.21 
13.3 
427 J 

496 J 
7.0 J 

497 

SR-03 

" • • 

1.7 J 
1.3 J 

1.4 J 
1.1 J 

2.9 J 

. 
72 J 
21 J 

49 J 
50 J 
91 J 

2150 
2.6 J 
3.7 

48.7 
0.11 J 

1.1 
15400 

23.0 
3.0 J 

46.3 
8400 

130 
2440 

116 
0.19 
12.8 
887 J 

1710 
9.4 J 

580 

SR-04 

* ^ 

4,1 J 
4.6 J 

39 J 

^ i 

2170 
?.0 J 
£ 1 

63.5 
0.10 J 

4.1-
1360C 

21.4 
4.0 .1 

45.4 
11700 

106 
2400 

129 
0.30 
12.6 

1380 
11.4 

1120 
8.4 J 

713 

SR-05 

, 'i 

1.5 J 

26 J 

54 J 

' ; 1 

1600 
9.6 J 
3.7 

64.7 
0.02 J 

1.7 
8610 
25.2 

2.6 J 
34.2 

7580 
160 

1640 
80.0 
0.20 
17.8 
789 J 

841 
5.8 J 

470 

Trip blank 
Sept-27-01 

» 

-,' 

32.1 J 
3.2 J 

402 J 
2.3 

0.81 J 
24.1 

62.6 J 
0.35 J 
0.04 

2.5 J 
8.5 J 

249 J 

102 

Blank cells indicate that the compound was not detected at the detection level of the method. 

Final 
February 2004 Page 1 of 1 
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TABLE 5 
Soil Gas Data 
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Volatile Organic Con^iounds in Soil Gas 
Jadcson Steel 

April 2002 

Sample No. 

SG-I 
SG-2 
SO-3 
8 0 4 
SG-S 
SG-6 
SO-7 
SG-8 

5(3-9 
SCJ-10 
SO-ll 
SG-12 
SO-13 
SG-14 
SCJ-15 
S<j-I6 
SO-17 
SG-18 
SG-19 
SG-20 
SG-21 
SG-22 
SG-23 
SG-24 
SG-25 
SG-26 
SG-27 
S&28 
cn ""• 

SO-30 
S0.31 
MkJ-Vent 

Tetrachloroethene 
(PCE) 
370 
96 
520 

1,100 

2,200 D 
11,000 
1.000 
3,200 
9,700 

4.300 
140 

2.000 
1.000 
I.IOO 
1.500 
1,900 
290 
24 
7 . • 
23 
54 

540 D 
41 
120 
17 
3J 
U 
4 " 

9 
75 
77 
30 

THchtoroethene 
CrCE) 

U 
U 

U 
41 J 
890 

1,000 
130 

690 
5.000 
390 
U 
U 

280 
170 
78 J 
460 
42 J 

u . . . • 
31 
U 
9 
56 
4J 
6J 
U 
U 
V 
U 
U 
U 
U 

2J 

cis-1.2-Dichlon>ethefie 
(DCE) 

U 
U 
U 
U 

2.000 D 
1.300 
160 

4.800 
14,000 
750 
U 
U 

330 
220 
U 

600 
U 

i u 
21 
U 
11 
U 
U 
U 
U 
J 

u 
u 
u 
u 
u 
u 

l.l.l-Tridilonicthane 
(TCA) 

U 

3J 
U 
U 

390 
940 
29 J 
260 J 

2,700 
llOJ 

U 
U 

68J 
140 
50 J 
270 
U 
U 
U 
U 
8 

4J 
U 
5J 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
I J 

1,1-Dichlofocthane 
(DCA) 

U 

u 
u 
u 

150 
230 J 

U 
140 J 

IJOOJ 
U 
U 
U 
U 

32 J 
U 

59 J 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 
U 

u 
u 

Concentrations given 
11= Not Detected. J = 

io pans per billion by volume (ppbv). 
= Estimated Value, Below Method Detection LiiniL D = Concenttatioa from Dilution Run. 
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Summary of Chemicals of Concern and Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations _ 

TABLES 6-13 present the chemicals of concern (COCs) and exposure point concentration for each of the 
COCs detecteij on the building floor, in surface and subsurface soil, in air, and in groundwater (i.e., the 
concentrations that will be used to estimate the exposure and risk from each COC in each media). The tables 
include the range of concentrations detected for each COC, as well as the frequency of detection (i.e., the 
number of times the chemical was detected in the samples collected at the site), the exposure point 
concentration (EPC), and how the EPC was calculated. Because of the small number of samples, the 
maximum detected concentration was used as the EPC for the indoor wipe samples. The 95% UCL on the 
arithmetic mean, calculated by ProUCL Version 2.1 (USEPA, 2002), was used as the EPC for all other COCs 
at the site. 

TABLES 
Building Floor 

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and 
Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations 

Scenario Timeframe: Current/Future 
Medium: Other (Building Floor Wipe Samples) 
Exposure Medium: Other (Building Floor Wipe Samples) 

Exposure 

Point 

Building 

Floor 

"; 

t ; 

\ 
( 

Chemical of 
Concern 

4,4'-DDE 

Aldrin 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

bis (2-Ethylhexyl) 
phthalate 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Copper 

Dieldrin 

Iron 

Manganese 

Pentachlorophenol 

Vanadium 

Key 

yg/wipe: micrograms per wipe sample 
ng/wipe: nanograms per wipe sample 
MAX: Maximum Concentration 

Concentration Detected 

Min 

2,1e+01 

2,16+01 

2.66+00 

3.66+00 

1.56+00 

7,7e-01 

2.16+01 

2.16+01 

7.2e+01 

6.76+03 

3,06+01 

^76+00 

i 8e+00 

Max 

6,0e+02 

2,16+01 

1,9e+01 

1.3e+01 

5,66+00 

4.8e+00 

3,46+02 

3.76+02 

7,26+01 

4,36+03 

2,96+02 

1,76+00 

7.36+01 

Concentration 
Units 

ng/wipe 

ng/wipe 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

ng/wipe • 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

Frequency 
of 

Detection 

1/5 

1/5 

5/5 

5/5 

5/5 

5/5 

5/5 

5/5 

1/5 

5/5 

5/5 

1/5 

5/5 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

6.06+02 

2.16+01 

1,96+01 

1,36+01 

5,6 6+00 

4.86+00 

3,46+02 

3.76+02 

7.26+01 

4.36+03 

2,96+02 

1.76+00 

7^36+01 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

Units 

ng/wipe 

ng/wipe 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

MQ/wipe 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

ng/wipe * 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

pg/wipe 

Statistical 
Measure 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX ^ 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

500138 
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TABLE 7 _ -7 
Unpaved Surface Soil 

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and 
Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations 

Scenario Timeframe: Cun-ent/Future 
Medium: Surface Soil 
Exposure Medium: Surface Soil 

Exposure 
Point 

Unpaved 
Surface 
Soil 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Arsenic 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 

Dlbenzo(a,h) 
anthracene 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor Epoxide 

lndent(1,2,3-cd) 
pyrene 

Iron 

Manganese 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Concentration Detected 

Min 

2,3e+00 

1,7e-01 

2.5e-01 

2.8e-02 

4,6e-03 

5,1e-03. 

1,7e-01 

6.5e+03 

1.2e+02 

2,0e-03 

Max 

6,3e+01 

4.6e+00 

5,1e+00 

7.8e-01 

1.3e-01 

1.9e-01 

2,2e+00 

2.9e+04 

4,1e+02 

1,4e+01 

Concentration 
Units 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg . 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

Frequency 
of 

Detection 

20/20 

20/20 

20/20 

20/20 

13/20 

7/12 

20/20 

20/20 

20/20 

18/20 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

2,5e+01 

2,1e+00 

. 2,4e+00 

4,0e-01 

7,0e-02 

2,1e-01 

1,1e+00 

1,4e+04 

2,7e+02 

7,7e+00 

Exposure 
Point 

Concentration 
Units 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

statistical 
Measure 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

Key 

mg/kg: milligram per kilogram; parts per million 
95% UCL: 95% Upper Confidence Limit 

TABLE 8 
Emissions from Unpaved Surface Soil 

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and 
Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations 

Scenario Timeframe: Cun-ent/Future 
Medium: Surface Soil 
Exposure Medium: Air 

Exposure 
Point 

Emissions 

rrom 
Unpaved 
Surface 
Soil 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Benzene 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Concentration Detected 

Min 

1.0e-03 

2.0e-03 

1.0e-03 

Max 

2.2e-02 

1.4e+01 

2.6e-01 

Concenfration 
Units 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

Frequency 
of 

Detection 

4/20f 

18/20; 

10/20 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

2,4e-01 

7.7e+00 

1,0e-01 

Exposure 
Point 

C incentratlon 
Units 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

Statistical 
Measure 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

Key 

mg/kg: milligram per kilogram; parts per million 
95% UCL: 95% Upper Confidence Limit 

Page 1 of 1 
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TABLE 9 _ -
Upper Glacial Aquifer - Tap Water 

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and M 
Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations ^ 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Medium: Groundwater 
Exposure Medium: Groundwater 

Exposure 
Point 

Upper 

Glacial 
Aquifer -
Tap Water 

• 

• 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Cobalt 

Dichloroethylene-1,2 
cis 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor Epoxide 

Iron 

Manganese 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Vinyl chloride 

Concentration Detected 

Min 

2.0e+00 

1.4e+01 

1,7e+00 

2,2e-01 

9,4e-03 

2,4e-02 

1,0e-02 . 

6,3e+01 

7,3e+01 

1.2e-01 

4,9e-01 

1,3e-01 

Max 

2,0e+00 

l,4e+0l 

9,5e+0l 

3,4e+02 

1,8e-01 

2,4e-02 

1,0e-02 

6,6e+04 

7,1e+03 

6,3e+01 

5,4e+01 

1,3e-01 

Concentration 
Units 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

Frequency 
of 

Detection 

1/8 

1/8 

7/8 

6/14 

4/8 

1/8 

1/8 

7/B 

8/8 

12/14 

10/14 

1/14 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

2.0e+00 

1,4e+01 

9,5e+01 

3,4e+02 

2.0e-01 

2.0e-02 

1.0e-02 

6,6e+04 

7,1e+03 

6,3e+01 

4,0e+01 

2,8e-01 

Exposure 
Point 

Concentration 
Units 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

Statistical 
Measure 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

95% UCL 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX 

MAX, 

MAX 

MAX 

95% UCL 

95% UCL ^ 

Key 

ug/L: micrograms per liter; part per bit on 
95% UCL: 95% Upper Confidence Lin i'. 
MAX: Maximum Concentration 

TABLE 10 
Upper Glacial Aquifer - Water Vapors at Showerhead 

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and 
Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Medium: Groundwater 
Exposure Medium: Mr 

Exposure 
Point 

Upper 

Glacial 
Aquifer -
Water 
Vapors at 
Showerhead 

Key 

Mg/L: microgra 
95% UCL: 95°/ 
,iVIAX: Maximur 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Benzene 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Vinyl chloride 

ms per liter; part per bllli 
J Upper Confidence Lim 
n Concentration 

Co, centration Detected 

run 

2.8?-01 

1,2(-01 

4.9e-01 

1.3e-01 

on 
t 

Max 

1,1e+00 

6,3e+01 

5,4e+01 

1.3e-01 

Concentration 
Units 

pg/L 

pg/L. 

pg/L 

pg/L 

Frequency 
of 

Detection 

2/14 

12/14 

10/14 

1/14 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

5,8e-01 

6,3e+01 

4,0e+01 

2,8e-01 

Exposure 
Point 

Concentration 
' Units 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

pg/L 

Statistical 
Measure 

95% UCL 

MAX 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

A 

Page 1 of 1 

500140 

1 



0 
i 
• i 

/ 

'iisk^ i 
TABLE 11 

Magothy Aquifer • Tap Water 
Summary of Chemicals of Concern and 

Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations 

— 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Medium: Groundwater 
Exposure Medium: Groundwater 

Exposure 
Point 

Magothy 
Aquifer - Tap 
Wafer 

Chemical of 
Concern \ 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Concentration Detected 

Min 

1,1e-01 

4,3e-01 

Max 

8.6e+01 

2,0e+02 

Concentration 
Units 

pg/L 

pg/L 

Frequency 
of 

Detection 

10/11 

9/11 

Exposure Point 
Concentration 

8,6e+01 

2.0e+02 

Exposure 
Point 

Concentration 
Units 

pg/L 

pg/L 

statistical 
Measure 

MAX 

MAX 

Key 

pg/L: micrograms per liter; part per billion 
MAX: Maximum Concentration 

TABLE 12 
Magothy Aquifer - Water Vapors at Showerhead 

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and 
Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Medium: Groundvrater 
Exposure Medium: Air 

Exposure 
Point 

Magothy 
Aquifer -
Water 
Vapors at 
Showerhead 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Key 

ug/L: micrograms per liter; part per billio 
MAX: Maximum Concentration 

Concentration Detected 

Min 

1.1e-01 

4.3e-01 

Max 

8,6e+01 

2.0e+02 

Concentration 
Units 

pg/L 

pg/L 

Frequency 
of Detection 

10/11 

9/11 

Exposure 
Point 

Concentration 

8.6e+01 

2.0e+02 

n ' " . 

Exposure 
Point 

Concentration 
Units 

pg/L. 

pg/L • 

Statistical 
Measure 

MAX 

MAX 

• 500141 
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TABLE 13 
Paved Subsurface Soil 

Summary of Chemicals of Concern and 
Medium-Specific Exposure Point Concentrations 

if: 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Medium: Subsurface Soil 
Exposure Medium: Subsurface Soil 

Exposure 
Point 

Paved 
Subsurface 
Soil 

-

Chemical of 
Concem 

Aluminum 

Arsenic 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fluoranthene 

Chlordane - alpha 

Copper 

Dib8nzo(a,h) 
anthracene 

Dichlor6ethylen8-1,2 
cis 

Dieldrin 

lndeno(1,2,3-
cdjpyrene 

Iron 

Lead 

Manganese 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Thallium 

Trichloroethylene 

Concentration Detected 

Min 

1,4e+03 

7,9e-01 

1,7e-02 

9,0e-b3 

2,1e-02 

2,0e-03 

4,3e+00 

2,8e-02 

1,0e-03 

1,2e-02 

1,2e-02 

5,4e+03 

1.5e+00 

5,5e+01 

: Oe-03 

1,'e+OO 

2,)e-03 

Max 

1,4e+04 

3,5e+01 

2,4e+00 

2.8e+00 

3.6e+00 

2,9e-01 

3,6e+02 

7.0e-01 

1,2e+01 

5,1e-01 

1.8e+00 

3,3e+04 

1,2e+03 

6,6e+02 

1,9e+01 

1,1e+00 

1,4e+00 

Concentration 
Units 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/J(g 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

Frequency 
of Detection 

15/15 

15/15 

8/15 

10/15 

9/15 

6/15 

15/15 

6/15 

11/42 

3/15 

9/15 

15/15 

15/15 

15/15 

32/42 

1/15 

11/42 

Exposure 
Point 

Concentration 

1,2e+04 

1,6e+01 

9,8e-01 

1,4e+00 

1,8e+00 

1,6e-01 

7,7e+01 

3.5e-01 

1,7e+00 

2.5e-01 

9,4e-01 

2.0e+04 

1,1e+02 

3,7e+02 

5,1e+00 

8,7e-01 

3,2e-01 

Exposure 
Point 

Concentration 
Units 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg. 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

mg/kg 

statistical 
Measure 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL ^ 

MEAN ^ 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

95% UCL 

Key 

mg/kg: milligram per kilogram; parts per million 
95% UCL: 95% Upper Confidence Limit 
MEAN: Mean Concentration 

r 
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Scenario Time 
Frame 

Current 

Current/ Future 

Future 

Medium 

Groundwater 

Surface Soil 

Other 

Groundwater 

Exposure 
Medium 

Groundwater 

Surface Soil 

Air 

Other 

Groundwater 

TABLE 14 
Selection of Exposure Pathways 

Conceptual Site Model 

Exposure Point 

Upper Glacial & 
Magothy 
Aquifers - Tap 
Water and 
Water Vapors 

Unpaved 
Surface Soil 

Emissions from 
Unpaved 
Surface Soil 

Building Floor 

Upper Glacial 
Aquifer - Tap 
Water 

Receptor 
Population 

Resident 

Trespasser/ 
Visitor 

Trespasser/ 
Visitor 

Industrial 
Wori<er 
(Inside 
Worker) 

Resident 

Receptor 
Age 

Adult & 
Child 

Adoles
cent 
(9-18 
years) 

Adoles
cent 
(9-18 
years) 

Adult 

Adult 

Child 
(0-6 
years) 

Child/ 
Adult 

Exposure 
Route 

Dermal, 
Inhalation, 
Ingestion 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Inhalation 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Dermal 

Onsite/ 
Offsite 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

Rationale for Selection/Exclusion of Exposure Pathway 

Pathway not evaluated since groundwater is not currently 
used on site as a water supply. See future scenario for 
evaluation of groundwater. 

Site is in a mixed use residential/industrial area. Nearby 
adolescents may trespass on site and contact surface soil. 

Site is in a mixed use residential/industrial area. Nearby 
adolescents may trespass on site and contact surface soil. 

Adolescent trespassers may inhale vapors and dust while 
trespassing on site. 

Site workers could contact contamination on floor of building. 

Site workers could contact contarnination on floor of building. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
York Stale. Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it Is designated Class GA by New 
York State. Groundwater is used as public water supply 
wnthin 4 miles of site. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
York State, Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since if is designated Class GA by New 
Yori< State, Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
Yori< State, Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 
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Scenario Time 
Frame 

• 

Medium Exposure 
Medium 

1 

Air 

Groundwater 

TABLE 14 (cogjk^ed) 
Selection of ExpoHlrPathways 

Conceptual Site Model 

Exposure Point 

Uoccr GLJ- I 
Aquifer - Water 
Vapors at 
Showerhead 

Magothy Aquifer 
- Tap Water 

Receptor 
Population 

, v-

Industrial 
Worker 

Resident 

Industrial 
Worker 

Resident 

Receptor -• 
, " "Age 

Adult 

Adult 

Child (0-6 
years) 

Child/ 
Adult 

Adult 

Adult 

Child (0-6 
years) 

'. Exposure 
Route 

Ingestipn 

Dermal 

'iigestion 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Onsite/ 
Offsite 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

• 

Rationale for Selection/Exclusion of Exposure Pathway 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
Yori( State. Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 

Workers may shower at work if groundwater is used as a 
future potable water supply. 

Wori^ers may shower at work if groundwater is used as a 
future potable water supply. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
Yori( State. Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable iwater 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
Yori< State. Groundwater is used as public water supply 
writhin 4 miles of site. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
York State. Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 

Wori<ers may shower at work if groundwater is used as a 
future potable water supply. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
York State. Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
York State. Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
Yori< State, Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
York State, Groundwater is used as public water supply 
vwthin 4 rnilesjjf site. 
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Scenario Time 
Frame 

Medium 

Surface Soil 

• 

Exposure 
Medium 

Air 

Surface Soil 

TABLE 14 (continued) 
Selection of Exposure Pathways 

Conceptual Site Model 

Exposure Point 

Magothy Aquifer 
- Water Vapors 
at Showerhead 

Unpaved 
Surface Soil 

Receptor 
Population 

Industrial 
Woricer 

Resident 

Industrial 
Worker 

Industrial 
Worker 
(Inside 
Wori^er) 

Industrial 
WoH--.; 
(Outside 
Worker) 

Resident 

Receptor 
Age 

Child/ 
Adult 

Adult 

Adult 

Child (0-6 
years) 

Child/ 
Adult 

Adult 

Adult 

( " ' • • " . 

Adult 

Exposure 
Route 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Dermal 

lr?gest(OfJ 

Dermal 

Onsite/ 
Offsite 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

Rationale for Selection/Exclusion of Exposure Patliway 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
York State. Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable vrater 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
York State, Groundwater is used as public water supply 
vnthin 4 miles of site. 

Workers may shower at wori< if groundwater is used as a 
future potable vrater supply. 

Workers may shower at work if groundwater is used as a 
future potable water supply. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New " 
York State. Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable vrater 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
York State. Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 

Groundwater on-site could be used as a potable water 
supply in the future since it is designated Class GA by New 
York State. Groundwater is used as public water supply 
within 4 miles of site. 

Workers may shower at work if groundwater is used as a 
future potable water supply. 

Direct contact with surface soil not expected to be significant 
for indoor worker. 

Site wori<ers may ingest contaminated soil that has been 
incorporated into indoor dusts. 

Site workers could contact surface soil while performing 
activities at the site. 

Site yi/oi)ters could contact suriace soil white performing 
activities at the site. 

Future residents could contact current surface soil. 
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€ 
Scenario Time 

Frame 

1 
Medium 

• 

Subsurface Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Air 

Subsurface Soil 

TABLE 14 ^ ^ i n u e d ) 
Selection of Exp^ppe Pathways 

Conceptual Site Model 

Exposure Point 

. 

Emissions from 
Unpaved 
Surface Soil 

Paved 
Subsurface Soil 

Receptor 
Population 

I I I 

Construction 
Wort<er 

Industrial 
Worker 
(Inside 
Wori<er) 

Industrial 
Wori^er 
(Outside 
Wori^er) 

Resident 

Construction 
Wori<er 

Resident 

Receptor 
Age 

Child (0-6 
years) 

Child/ 
Adult 

Adult 

Adult 

Adult 
1 

Adult 

Child (0-6 
years) 

Child/ 
Adult 

Adult 

Adult 

Child (0-6 
years) 

Exposure 
Route 

Ingestion 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Ingestion 

Dermal 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Onsite/ 
Offsite 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

• 

Rationale for Selection/Exclusion of Exposure Patliway 

Future residents could contact current surface soil. 

Future residents could confact current surface soil. 

Future residents could contact cun-ent surface soil. 

Future residents could contact cun^ent surface soil. 

Future residents could contact cun-ent surface soil. 

Construction workers could contact surface soil while 
performing construction activities at the site. 

Construction workers could contact surface soil while 
performing construction activities at the site. 

Site workers may inhale vapors wrfiich have migrated through 
building foundation to inside of building 

Site workers may inhale vapors and dust while working at 
site. 

Future residents could inhale vapors and dust at site. 

Future residents could inhale vapors and dust at site. 

Future residents muld inhale vapors and dust at site. 

Construction workers may inhale vapors and dust while 
working at site. 

Future residents could contact current subsurface soil that is 
brought to the surface during future excavations. 

Future residents could contaci current subsurface soil that is 
brought lo the surface during future excavafions. 

Future residents could contact current subsurface soil that is 
brought to the surface during future excavations. 

Future residents could contact current subsurface soil that is 
brought to the surface during future excavations. 
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i 
Scenario Time 

Frame 

. 

1 
Medium Exposure 

Medium 

.1 , . 

Air 

TABLE 14 ( | ^ i n u e d ) 
Selection of E x p H ^ e Pathways 

Conceptual site Model 

Exposure Point 

Emissions from 
PavoH 

Subsurface Soil 

Receptor 
Population 

• — • ' • ' • 

(Construction 
Wori^er 

Resid'--. 

Construction 
Wori<er 

Receptor 
Age 

. Child/ • 
Adult 

Adult 

Adult 

Child (0-6 
years) 

Child/ 
Adult 

Adult 

Exposure 
Route 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Dermal 

Ingestion 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Inhalation 

Onsite/ 
Offsite 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

On-site 

• 

Rationale for Selection/Exclusion of Exposure Pathway 

Future residents could contact current subsurface soil that is 
brought to the surface during future excavations. 

Future residents could contact current subsurface soil that is 
brought to the surface during future excavations. 

Construction wori<ers could contact soil while performing 
construction activities at site. 

Construction worî ers could contact could while performing 
construction activities at site. 

Future residents could inhale vapors and dust at site. 

Future residents could inhale vapors and dust at site. 

Future residents could inhale vapors and dust at site. 

Construction vrortters may inhale vapors and dust while 
worthing at site. 

Summary of Selection of Exposure Pathways 

This table presents all exposure pathways considered for the risk assessment, and the rationale for the inclusion of each pathway. Exposure media, exposure points, and characteristics of receptor 
populations are included. 
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TABLE 15 _ . -
Summary of Fu wsure Pathways for the Jackson Steel Human Health Risk Assessment 

Media 

Building Floor 

Surface Soil 

Groundwater 

Subsurface Soil 

EXf. . .-; : 

Ingestion 
Dermal 
Inhalation 

Ingestion 
Dermal 
Inhalation 

Ingestion 
Dermal 
Inhal3;,«n 

Ingestion 
Dermal 
Inhalation 

Resident 

Adult 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

Child 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

Trespasser/ 
Visitor 

Adolescent 

X 
X 
X 

Industrial Worker 

Indoor 

X 
X 
X 

X 

X 

X 
X 
X 

Outdoor 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 

Construction Worker 

X 
X 
X 

X 
X 
X 
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TABLE 16 
Cancer Toxicity Data Summary 

' -

Pathway: Ingestion, Dermal 

Chemical of Concern 

Aldrin 

Aluminum 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Benzo(a )anthracene 

B6nzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fluoraii thene 

bis(2-
Ethylhexyl)phthalat6 

Chlordane - alpha 

Cobalt 

Copper 

4-4'-DDE 

Dibenzo(.q,h)anthrac6ne 

Dichloroet ^ylene-1,2 cis 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor '̂  

Heptachlor Ef Dxide 

lndeno(1,2,3-ci)pyrene 

Iron 

Lead 

Manganese 

Pentachlorophem! 

Tetrachloroethyler:3 

Thallium 

Trichloroethylene 

Vinyl chloride (from 
birth) 

Vinyl chloride (adult) 

Oral 
Cancer 
Slope 
Factor 

1.7e+01 

N/A 

N/A 

1.5e+00 

7,3e-01 

7,36+00 

7.3e-01 

1,46-02 , 

3,56-01 

N/A 

N/A 

3.46-01 

7,36+00 

N/A 

1,6e+01 

4.56+00 

9,1e+00 

7,36-01 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1.2e-01 

5,46-01 

N/A 

4.06-01 

1.46+00 

7.26-01 

Units 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A . 

N/A, 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

Adjusted 
Cancer Slope 

Factor 
(for Dermal) 

1,7e+01 

N/A 

N/A 

1,6e+00 

8.2e-01 

8.2e+00 

8,2e-01 

1,4e-02 

4,4e-01 

N/A 

N/A 

3.8e-01 

8,2e+00 

N/A 

1.66+01 

4,56+00 

9,16+00 

8,2e-01 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1,66-01 

5,46-01 

N/A 

4,0e-01 

1.4e+00 

7.2e-01 

Slope Factor Units 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(nig/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(nig/kg-day) 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

Weight of Evidence/ 
Cancer Guideline 

Description 

B2 

N/A 

N/A 

A 

82 

82 

82 

82 

B2 

N/A 

D 

82 

82 

D 

82 

82 

82 

82 

N/A 

B2 

D 

82 

N/A 

D 

81 

A 

A 

Source 

IRIS 

N/A 

N/A 

IRIS 

NCEA 

IRIS 

NCEA 

IRIS 

IRIS 

N/A 

IRIS 

IRIS 

NCEA 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

NCEA 

N/A 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

CalEPA 

IRIS 

NCEA 

IRIS 

IRIS 

Date ^ 

11/25/02 

N/A 

N/A 

11/25/02 

7/1/93 

11/25/02 

7/1/93 

11/25/02 

11/25/02 

N/A 

11/25/02 

11/25/02 

7/1/93 

11/25/02 

11/25/02^ 

11/25/02^ 

11/25/02 

7/1/93 

N/A 

11/25/02 

11/25/02 

11/25/02 

6/4/03 

11/25/02 

8/1/01 

11/25/02 

11/25/02 
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TABLE 16 (continued) 
Cancer Toxicity Data Summary 

• — 

-

Pathway: Inhalation 

Comica l of Concern 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Benzene 

Cobalt 

Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis 

Dieldrin 

Iron 

Manganese 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Vinyl chloride (from 
birth) 

Vinyl chloride (Adult) 

Unit 
Risk 

N/A 

4.3e-03 

7,86-06 

2,8e-03 

N/A 

4,66-03 

N/A 

N/A 

5.86-06 

1.1e-04 

8.86-06 

4,46-04 

Units 

N/A 

1/(Mg/m )̂ 

1/(Mg/m )̂ 

1/(Mg/m )̂ 

N/A 

1/(Mg/m )̂ 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(Mg/m=) 

1/(pg/m^) 

1/(Mg/m') 

1/(Mg/m') 

Inhalation 
Cancer Slope 

Factor 

N/A 

1,56+01 

2.96-02 

9.8e+00 

N/A 

1.66+01 

N/A 

N/A 

2,06-02 

4,0e-01 

3,1e-02 

1,5e-02 

Units 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg/day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

N/A 

N/A 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

1/(mg/kg-day) 

Weight of Evidence/ 
Cancer Guideline 

Description 

N/A 

A 

A 

N/A 

D 

82 

N/A' 

D 

N/A 

81 

A 

A 

Source 

N/A 

. IRIS 

IRIS 

NCEA 

IRIS 

IRIS 

N/A 

IRIS 

CalEPA 

NCEA 

IRIS 

IRIS 

Date 

N/A 

11/25/02 

11/25/02 

N/A 

11/25/02 

11/25/02 

N/A 

11/25/02 

6/4/03 

8/1/01 

11/25/02 

11/25/02 

ey 

A: No information available 
alEPA: California EPA 
- . IS^^gra ted Risk Infomiation System, EPA 
C ^ ^ ^ t i o n a l Center for Environmental Assessment, EPA 
I S ^ g e g 

''W 

EPA Group: 

A - Human carcinogen 
Bl - Probable Human Carcinogen-Indicates that limited human data are available 
82 - Probable Human Carcinogen-Indicates sufficient evidence in animals associated 

with the site and inadequate or no evidence in humans 
C - Possible human carcinogen 
D - r>Jot classifiable as a human carcinogen 
E - Evidence of noncarcinogenicity 

S L Timary of Toxic i ty Assessment 

l is table provides carcinogenic risk information which is relevan to the contaminants of concem. Toxicity data are provided for both the oral and inhalation routes 
' exposure. 
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Pathway: Ingestlon/Dermal 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Aluminum 

Antimony 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Arsenic 

Benzene 

Benzo(a) 
anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyr6n6 

Benzo(b) 
fluoranthene 

Cadmium (water) 

:| 
CadtTiium (food) 

Chlordane-alpr a 

Chromium (VI) 
•'I 

Chromium (VI) 

Cobalt 

Copper 

Dibenzo(a,h 
)anthracene 

Dichloroethylene-i ,2 
cis 

Dichloroethyleri6-1,2 
cis 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor Epoxide 

Heptachlor Epoxide 

lndent(1,2,3-cd) 
pyrene 

Iron 

Lead 

Chronic/ 
Subchronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Subchronic 

Chronic 

Subchronic 

Chronic 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Subchronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

N/A 

Chronic 

Subchronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Subchronic 

Chronic 

Subchronic 

N/A 

Chronic 

N/A 

Oral RfD 
Value 

I.Oe+00 

4,06-04 

4.06-04 

3.0e-04 

3.06-04 

3.06-03 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

5.0e-04 

1,Oe-03 

5,06-04 

3,0e-03 

2,06-02 

2,06-02 

4.0e-02 

N/A 

I.Oe-02 

1,06-02 

5,06-05 

5,06-04 

5,06-04 

1.36-05 

1.36-05 

N/A 

3.06-01 

N/A 

TABLE 17 
Noncancer Toxicity Data Summary 

Oral RfD 
Units 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

Dermal 
RfD 

1,06+00 

6,06-05 

6,06-05 

2.9e-04 

2.9e-04 

3.06-03 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1.3e-05 

2.5e-05 

4,06-04 

7,56-05 

5,06-04 

2,06-02 

4.0e-02 

N/A 

1.06-02 

I.Oe-02 

5.06-05 

5,06-04 

5,06-04 

1.3e-05 

1,36-05 

N/A 

3.06-01 

N/A 

Dermal 
RfD units 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

mg/kg-day 

N/A 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Central 
Nervous 
System 

Blood 

Blood 

Skin, 
vascular 

Skin, 
vascular 

Blood 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Kidney 

Kidney 

Liver 

NOAEL 

NOAEL 

Sensitizer 

Gastrolntes 
final 

N/A 

Blood 

Blood 

Liver 

Liver 

Liver 

Liver 

Liver 

N/A 

Gastrointes 
final 

N/A 

Combined 
Uncertainty/ 
Modifying 

Factors 

100 

1000/1 

1000 

3/1 

,3 

3000 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

10/1 

10/1 

300/1 

300/3 

100 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

3000 

300 

100/1 

300/1 

300 

1000 

1000 

N/A 

1 

N/A 

Sources of 
RfD 

NCEA 

IRIS 

HEAST 

IRIS 

HEAST 

NCEA 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS 

HEAST 

NCEA 

HEAST 

N/A 

HEAST 

HEAST 

IRIS 

IRIS 

HEAST 

IRIS 

HEAST 

N/A 

NCEA 

N/A 

-

Dates of ^ 
RfD m 

6/21/01 

11/25/02 

7/1/97 

11/25/02 

7/1/97 

7/2/96 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

11/25/02 

11/25/02 

11/25/02 

1 1 / 2 5 / 0 2 ^ 

7/1/97 

5/24/01 

7/1/97 

N/A 

7/1/97 

7/1/97 

11/25/02 

11/25/02 

7/1/97 

11/25/02 

7/1/97 

N/A 

6/21/01 

1 
N/A ™ 
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n 
^ ^ n e m l c a l of 

Concern 

Manganese (non
food) 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Thallium 

Trichloroethylene 

Vanadium 

Vanadium 

Vinyl chloride 

Chronic/ 
Subchronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Subchronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Subchronic 

Chronic 

Oral RfD 
Value 

2,0e-02 

1,0e-02 

1,0e-01 

8.7e-05 

3,0e-04 

7,0e-03 

7,0e-03 

3,0e-03 

TABLE 17 (continued) 
Noncancer Toxicity Data Summary 

Oral RfD 
Units 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

Dermal 
RfD 

8,0e-04 

1,0e-02 

I,0e-01 

a,7e-05 

3,0e-04 

1,Be-04 

1,8e-04 

3,0e-03 

Dermal 
RfD units 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

mg/kg-day 

Primary 
< Target 

Organ 

Central 
Nervous 
System 

Liver, 
weight gain 

Liver 

Liver. 
blood, hair 

Liver, 
kidney, 
fetus 

Lifetime 

Lifetime 

Liver 

Combined 
Uncertainty/ 
Modifying 
Factors 

1 

1000/1 

100 

3000/1 

3000 

100 

100 

30/1 

Sources of 
RfD 

IRIS 

IRIS 

IRIS-

IRIS 

NCEA 

HEAST 

HEAST 

IRIS 

— 

Dates of 
RfD 

11/25/02 

11/25/02 

11/25/02 

6/4/03 

8/1/01 

7/1/97 

7/1/97 

11/25/02 

# 

! 
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TABLE 17 (continued) 

Noncancer Toxicity Data Summary 
— 

-

Pathway: Inhalation 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Arsenic 

Benzene 

Benzene 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a>pyrene 

Benzo(b) 
fluoranthene 

Oibenzo(a,h)anthrac 
ene 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor 

Heptachlor Epoxide 

!ndeno(1,2,3-
cd)pyrene 

Tetrachloroethyle le 

Trichloroethylene 

Vinyl chloride 

Chronic/ 
Subchronic 

N/A 

Chronic 

Subchronic 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Chronic 

Chronic 

Chronic 

InhalatI 
on RfC 
Value 

N/A 

6.0e-03 

6,0e-03 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

6.0e-01 

4:0e-02' 

1,0e-01 

Inhalation 
RfC Units 

N/A 

mg/m' 

mg/m' 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

mg/m' 

mg/m^ 

mg/m^ 

InhalatI 
on RfD 

N/A 

1,7e-03 

1,7e-03 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1,7e-01 

1,0e-02 

2.9e-02 

Inhalation 
RfD units 

N/A 

mg/kg- day 

mg/kg- day 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

mg/kg- day 

mg/kg- day 

mg/kg- day. 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

N/A 

Blood 

Blood 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

Liver, 
whole body 

Central 
Nervous 
System, 

Liver, 
Endocrine 

System 

Liver 

Combined 
Uncertainty 
/Modifying 

Factors 

N/A 

N/A 

100 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

1000 

30/1 

Sources of 
RfC/RfD 

N/A 

R9PRG 
Table 

NCEA 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

NCEA 

NCEA 

IRIS 

Dates 
of RfC/RfD 

N/A 

10/1/02 

7/2/96 

N/A 

N/A. 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

N/A 

8/1/01 

11/25/02 

• 

ey 

'A: No Informaton avalla )le 
OAEL: No Observable Ai verse Effect Level 
'.IS: Integrated Risk Inforr lation System, U.S, EPA 
5AST: Health Effects /̂ ss issment Summary Tables, U,S, EPA 
CEA: National Center for Lnvironmental/^sessment, US, EPA 

Summary of Toxicity Assessment 

lis table provides non-carci,iogenic risk information vi^ich is relevant to the contaminants of concem. When available, the chronic toxicity data have been used to 
3velop oral reference doses RfDs), 
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Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Air 

TABLE 18 
Risk Characterization Summary 

Reasonable Maximum Exposure ( R M E ) 
Carcinogens Exceeding a Cancer Risk of 1 E-04 

Future 
Industrial Woriter (Outside Woriter) (Provided for completeness) 

Exposure Point 

Unpaved Surface 
Soil 

Emissions from 
unpaved soil 

Chemical of Concern Carcinogenic 

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal 

Surface Soil Risk = 

— 

Risk 

Exposure Routes Total 

3,3E-05 

4.2E-06 

3,7E-05 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Other 

Exposure 
Medium 

Other 

Future 
Industrial Wori<er (Inside Wort<er) 

Exposure Point 

Building Floor 
(wipe samples) 

Chemical of Concern 

/Udrin 
Arsenic 
Dieldrin 
4,4'-DDE 
bis(2-Ethylhex:'l)phthalate 
Pentachlorophenol 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

1.5e-06 
8,2e-05 
4,8e-06 
8,5e-07 
3,3e-07 
8,5e-07 

Inhalation 

-

Dermal 

1,6e-05 
2,9e-04 
5,3e-05 
3,1e-06 
3,6e-06 
3,1e-05 

Building Floor Risk = 

Exposure Routes Total 

1.8e-05 
3,7e-04 
5.7e-05 
4,0e-06 
3,0e-06 
3,2e-05 

4,9e-04 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

Exposure 
Medium 

Surface 
Soil 

/kir 

Future 
Industrial Wortter (Inside Wori<er) 

Exposure Point 

Unpaved Surface 
Soil 

Emissions from 
Unpaved Soil 

Chemical of Con -ern 

Arsenic 
Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzene 
Tetrachloroethylene 
Trichloroethylene 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

6,6e-06 
2,7e-06 

- • 

Inhalation 

_ 

2.7e-05 
1,1e-05 
1,2e-04 

Dermal 

-

-

Surface Soil Risk = 

Exposure Routes Total 

6.6e-06 
2.7e-06 

2.7e-05 
1.1e-05 
1.2e-04 

1,7E-04 
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TABLE 18 (continued) 
Risk Characterization Summary 

Reasonable Maximum Exposure (RME) 
Carcinogens Exceeding a Cancer Risk of 1 E-04 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Resident 
Receptor Age: Adult (For the residential scenario, carcinogens were evaluated tor the combined Child/Adult,) 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Resident 
Receptor Age: Child (For the residential scenario, carcinogens vrere evaluated for the combined Child/Adult.) 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Resident 
Receptor Age: Child/Adult 

Medium 

Groundwater 
(Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer) 

Medium 

Exposure 
Medium 

Groundvrater 

Exposure 
Medium 

Air 

Exposure 
Point 

Upper Glacial 
Aquifer - Tap 
Water 

Exposure 
Point 

Upper Glacial 
Aquifer - Water 
Vapors at 
Showerhead 

Chemical of Concem 

Arsenic 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor 

Chemical of Concem 

Heptachlor Epoxide 

Tetrachlorethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Vinyl chloride 

Benzene 

Tetrachlorethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Vinyl chloride 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

3.0e-04 

4.8e-05 

1.2e-06 

Inhalation 

- • 

Dermal 

1.5e-06 

3.0e-05 

5,1e-07 

Carcinogenic 

Ingestion 

1.4e-06 

5,1 e-04 

2,4e-04 

5,8e-06 

-

-

Inhalation 

-

-

-

-

3.5e-06 

2.6e-04 

3.3e-03 

1.8e-06 

Dermal 

5,8e-07 

2,7e-04 

3,7e-05 

4.5e-07 

-

-

Groundwater (Upper Glacial Aquifer) Risk = 

Groundwater 
- (Magothy 
; Aquifer) 

Groundwate 

Air 

Magothy 
Aquifer - Tap 
Water 

Magothy 
Aquifer - Water 
vapors at 

i Showerhead 

Surface Soil Surface Soil Jnpaved 
Surface Soil 

Tetrachlorethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Tetrachlorethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

6,9e-04 

1.2e-03 

-

-

-

3.6e-04 

1,7e-02 

4.1 e-04 

2.0e-04 

-

Groundwater (Magothy Aquifer) Risk = 

Arsenic 

Benzo(a)anthracene 

Benzo(a)pyrene 

Benzo(b)fiuoranthene 

Dibenzo(a,h)anthracene 

Dieldrin 

Heptachlor Epoxide 

lndeno(1,2-cd)pyrene 

Tetrachloroethylene 

5,9e-05 

3.0e-06 

2,4e-05 

2,8e-06 

4,5e-06 

1,7e-06 

3.1e-06 

1,2e-06 

6,5e-06 

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

6.0e-06 

1,4e-06 

1,1e-05 

1,3e-06 

2,1e-06 

5,4e-07 

9.6e-07 

5.7e-07 

N/A 

Exposure Routes Total 

3,0e-04 

7.8e-05 

1,7e-06 

Risk 

Exposure Routes Total. 

1,9e-06 

7,8e-04 

2,7e-04 

6.3e-06 

3.5e-06 • 

2.6e-04 

3.3e-03 

1.Se-06 

5.0e-03 

1.1e-03 

1.4e-03 

3,6e-04 

1,7e-02 

1.9e-02 

6.5e-05 

4,4e-06 

3.5e-05 

4,1e-06 

6.6e-06 

2.2e-06 

4,0e-06 

1,8e-06 

6,5e-06 ^ 

o 
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TABLE 18 (continued) -
Risk Characterization Summary 

Reasonable Maximum Exposure (RME) 
Carcinogens Exceeding a Cancer Risk of 1E-04 

Medium Exposure 
Medium 

Air 

Exposure 
Point 

Emissions from 
Unpaved Soil 

Chemical of Concem 

Tetrachlorethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

-

inhalation 

8,5e-06 

1,7e-b6 

Dermal 

_ 

Surface Soil Risk = 

Total (Groundwater & Soil) Risk = 

Exposure Routes Total 

. 8,5e-06 

1,7e-06 

1,4e-04 

2,5e-02 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Industrial Wori(er (inside and outside) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Groundwat 
er (Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer) 

Medium 

Exposure 
Medium 

Groundwater 

Air 

Exposure 
Medium 

Exposure 
Point 

Upper Glacial 
Aquifer - Tap 
Water 

Upper Glacial 
Aquifer - Water 
Vapors at 
Showertiead 

Exposure 
Point 

Chemical of Concern 

Arsenic 

Dieldrin 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Benzene 

Tetrachloroethyler.9 

Trichloroethylene 

Chemical of Con ern 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

7,1e-05 

1,1e-05 

1,2e-04 

5,6e-05 

-

Inhalation 

-

1,0e-06 

7,7e-05 

9,8e-04 

Dermal 

7.9e-07 

1,6e-05 

1,4e-04 

1,9e-05 

-

Exposure Routes Total 

7.2e-Q5 

2,7e-05 

2,6e-04 

7.5e-05 

1,0e-06 

7,7e-05 

g.8e-04 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal 

Groundwater (Upper Glacial Aquifer) Risk = 

Groundwat 
er 
(Magothy) 

Groundwater 

Air 

Magothy 
Aquifer - Tap 
Water 

Magothy 
Aquifer - Water 
Vapors at 
Showerhead 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

1.6e-04 

2,8e-04 

: 

-

l , le-04 

4,9e-03 

1,9e-04 

9,7e-05 

: 

Groundwater (MagothyAqulfer) Risk = 

Total (Groundwater) Risk = 

Exposure Routes Total 

1,6e-03 

3.6e-04 

3,8e-04 

1,1e-04 

4,9e-03 

5,7e-03 

7.2e-03 

Key 

- : Route of exposure is not applicable to this ntedium, 
N/A: Toxicity criteria are not available to quantitatively address this route of exposure. 

Summary of Risk Characterization • Carcinogens 

This table presents risk estimates for the significant routes of exposure. These risk estmates are based on a reasonable maximum exposure and were 
developed by taking into account various conservative assumptions about the frequency and duration of the receptors exposure to soil and groundwater, as 
well as the toxicity of the COCs, 
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TABLE 19 
Risk Characterization Summary 

Central Tendency Exposure 
Carcinogens Exceeding a Cancer Risk of 1E-04 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor /kge: Adult 

Medium 
J 

Other 

Exposure 
Medium 

Other 

Future 
Industrial Woricer (Inside Woricer) 

Exposure Point 

Building Floor 
(wipe samples) 

Chemical of Concern 

Aldrin 
/^enic 
Dieldrin 
Pentachlorophenol 

Ingestion 

-

Carcinogenic 

Inhalation 

-

Dermal 

1,9e-06 
3.3e-05 
6.1e-06 
3.6e-06 

Building Floor Risk = 

Risk 

Exposure Routes Total 

1,9e-06 
3,3e-05 
6,16-06 
3,6e-06 

4,5e-05 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Resident 
Receptor Age: Adult (For the residential scenario, carcinogens were evaluated for the combined Child/Adult,) 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Resident 
Receptor Age: Child (For the residential scenario, carcinogens were evaluated for the combined Child/Adult,) 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Resident 
Receptor Age: Child/Adult 

Medium 

Groundwat 
er 
(Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer) 

Exposure 
Mediun̂ ^ 

Groundwat 
er 

Air 

Exposure Point 

Upper Glacial 
Aquifer - Tap 
Water 

U.iper Glacial 
A uifer - Water 
V, pors at 
SI owerhead 

Chemical of Concern 

Arsenic 

Dieldrin 

Tetrachlorethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Vinyl chloride 

Tetrachlorethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

1,1 e-04 

1,7e-05 

1,8e-04 

8.5e-05 

2,1e-06 

" • 

Inhalation 

-

2,6e-05 

3.3e-04 

Dermal 

2.9e-07 

7.9e-06 

7.2e-05 

9.8e-06 

8.8e-08 

— 

Groundwater (Upper Glacial /Aquifer) Risk = 

Groundwat 
8r 
(Magothy 
Aquifer) 

Groundwat 
er 

Air 

Mac othy Aquifer -
Tap Water 

Magcthy Aquifer -
Wate, Vapors at 
Show.irhead 

Tetrachlorethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Tetrachlorethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

2,5e-04 

4.2e-04 

-

-

3.5e-05 

1:6e-03 

9.9e-05 

4,9e-05 

-

Groundwater (Magothy Aquifer) Risk = 

Total Groundwater Risk = 

Exposure Routes Total 

l.le-04 ^ 

2.5e-05 • 

2.5e-04 

9.4e-05 

2.2e-06 

2;6e-05 

3.3e-04 

8.4e-04 

3,5e-04 

4,7e-04 

3.5e-05 

1,6e-03 

2.5e-03 

3.3e-04 
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TABLE 19 (continued) _ -
Risk Characterization Summary 

Central Tendency Exposure (CTE) 
Carcinogens Exceeding a Cancer Risk of 1 E-04 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Industrial Woricer 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Groundvrater 
(Magothy 
Aquifer) 

Exposure 
Medium 

Groundwater 

Air 

Exposure 
Point 

Magothy 
Aquifer - Tap 
Water 

Magothy 
Aquifer - Water 
Vapors at 
Showerhead 

Chemical of Concem 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Carcinogenic Risk 

Ingestion 

3,8e-05 

6,5e-05 

: 

Inhalation 

-

4,3e-06 

2,0e-04 

Dermal 

2,9e-05 

1,5e-05 

— 

Groundwater (Magothy Aquifer) Risk = 

Total Groundwater Risk = 

Exposure Routes Total 

6,7e-05 

7,9e-05 

4,3e-06 

2,0e-04 

3,5e-04 

3,5e-04 

Key 

- : Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium, 
N/A: Toxicity criteria are not available to quantitatively address this route of exposure. 

Summary of Risk Characterization - Carcinogens 

This table presents risk estimates for the significant routes of exposure. These risk estimates are based on a central tendency exposure and vrere developed 
by taking Into account various conservative assumptions about the frequency andduration of the receptors exposure to soil and groundwater, as well as the 
toxicity of the COCs, 
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Media 

Building Floor 

Surface Soil 

Groundwater 
(Upper Glacial 
Aquifer) 

Groundwater 
(Magothy 

Aquifer) 

-.-

Receptor 

Future Industrial 
Worker (indoor) 

Future Industrial 
Worker (indoor) 

Future Lifetime 
resident 

Future Lifetime 
Resident 

Future Industrial 
Worker 

Future Lifetime 
Resident 

Future Industrial 
Worker 

- ^ • • 

. . . i 

TABLE 20 
Cancer Risk Summary 

CT (Average) 
Cancer Risk 

5x10"= 
(5 in 100,000) 

-

-

SxlO-" 
(8 in 10,000) 

-

3 x 1 0 ' 
(3 in 1,000) 

4x10-^ 
(4 i n i 0,000) 

COC(s) Driving the 
Risk 

Arsenic 

-

-

Arsenic, PCE, TCE 

-

PCE, TCE 

PCE, TCE 

. . . : . • . 

RME Cancer 
Risk 

5x10"^ 
(5 in 10,000) 

2 x 1 0 ^ 
(2 in 10,000) 

1 xlO-* 
(1 in 10,000) 

5x10- ' 
(5 in 1,000) 

2x10- ' 
(2 in 1,000) 

2x10-^ 
(2 in 100) 

6 x 10-' 
(6 in 1,000) 

1 

— ~ 

COC(s) D r i v l n ^ f 
the Risk ^ 

Arsenic 

Benzene, TCE, 
PCE 

Arsenic, 
Ben20(a)pyrene 

Arsenic, PCE, TCE 

PCE, TCE 

PCE, TCE 

PCE. TCE 

:_,. 

> 

i-
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TABLE 21 _ -
Risk Characterization Summary 

Non-Carcinogens Exceeding a Hazard Index of 1 
Reasonable Maximum Exposure 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Industrial Woriter (Inside Wortcer) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Other 

Exposure 
Medium 

Other 

Exposure 
Point 

Building 
Floor 
(wfipe 
samples) 

, Chemical of 
Concern 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Dieldrin 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Copper 

Iron 

Manganese 

Vanadium 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Blood 

Skin. 
Vascular 

Liver 

Kidney 

NOAEL 

Gastrointesti 
nal 

Gastrointesti 

/nal 

CNS 

Lifetime 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

5,5e-01 

5,1e-01 

1,7e-02 

5,6e-02 

1,3e+00 

1,1e-01 

1,6e-01 

1,7e-01 

1,2e-01 

Inhalation 

-

Dermal 

NC 

1,7e+00 

1,8e-01 

2,5e-01 

NC 

NC 

NC 

NC 

NC 

Building Floor Hazard Index Total/Receptor Hazard Index = 

Liver Hazard Index = 

Lifetime Hazard Index = 

Kidney Hazard Index = 

CNS Hazard Index = 

Blood Hazard Index = 

Skin Hazard Index = 

Vascular Hazard Index = 

Gastrointestinal Hazard Index = 

NOAEL Hazard Index = 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

5,5e-01 

2,3e+00 

2,0e-01 

3,0e-01 

1,3e+00 

1,1e-01 

1,6e-01 

1,7e-01 

1,7e-01 

5,2e+00 

2.0e-01 

1,2e-01 

3,0e-01 

1,7e-01 

• 5,5e-01 

2,3e+00 

2,3e+00 

2.7e-01 

1,3e+00 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Industrial Woricer (Inside Woricer) 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium Exposure 
Medium 

Air 

Exposure 
Point 

Emissions 
from 
Unpaved 
Soil 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Benzene * 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Blood 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingist lon 

~ 

Inhalation 

1.6e+00 

Dermal 

— 

Surface Soli Hazard Index Total/Receptor Hazard Index = 

Blood Hazard Index = 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

1.6e+00 

1.6e+00 

1,6e+00 
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TABLE 21 (continued) 

Risk Characterization Summary 
Non-Carcinogens Exceeding a Hazard Index, of 1 

Reasonable Maximum Exposure 

/ 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Resident 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Ground
water 

Exposure 
Medium 

Ground
water 

Air 

-

Ground
water 

Ground
water 

Air 

Exposure 
Point 

Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer -
Tap 
Water 

Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer -
Water 
Vapors al 
Showerhe 
ad 

Magothy 
Aquifer -
Tap 
Water 

Magothy 
Aquifer -
Water 
Vapors at 
Showertie 
ad 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Antimony 

Arsenic 

Cobalt 

Dichloroethylene-1,2 
ds 

Dieldrin 

Iron 

Manganese 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

".'richloroethylene 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Blood 

Skin, 
Vascular 

Sensitizer 

Blood 

Liver 

Gastrointesti 
nal 

CNS 

Liver, 
Weight gain 

Liver, 
Kidney, 
Fetus 

CNS, Liver, 
Endocrine 
System 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

l.4e-01 

1.2e+00 

1.3e-01 

9.2e-01 

1,1e-01 

6,0e+00 

9,7e+00 

1,7e-01 

3,6e+00 

i 

Inhalation 

!_ 
! 

i 
1 
1 

i 
1 

1 • 
1 

t 

6,1 e-01 

Dermal 

4,8e-03 

6,8e-03 

6,6e-04 

8.2e-02 

7,6e-02 

3.2e-02 

1,3e+00 

1,0e-01 

6,3e-01 

Groundwater (Upper Glacial) Hazard Index Total = 

Liver, 
Weight gain 

Liver, 
Kidney, 
Fetus 

CNS, Liver, 
Endocrine . 

system 

R 

2.4e-01 

1,8e+01 

r 

1 

3,1 e+00 

1.4e-01 

3,2e+00 

Groundwater (Magothy) Hazard Index Total = 

eceptor Hazard Index (Groundwater and Soil) = 

1 CNS Hazard Index = 

1 Skin Hazard index =' 

1 
Vascular Hazard Index = 

1 Blood Hazard Index = 

' Kidney Hazard Index -

; Liver Hazard Index = 

Exposure Routes 
ToUl 

1,4e-01 

1,26+00 

1,3e-01 

1.0e+00 

1,9e-01 

6,1 e+00 

1,1e+01 

2,8e-01 

4,3e+00 

6,1e-01 A 

2,5e+01 

3,8e-01 

2,1e+01 

3,1e+00 

2.5e+01 

5,0e+01 

1,1e+01 

1.2e+00 

1.2e+00 

1,1 e+00 

2,6e+01 

4,7e+00 \ 
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TABLE 21 (continued) 
Risk Characterization Summary 

Non-Carcinogens Exceeding a Hazard Index of 1 
Reasonable Maximum Exposure 

Weight Gain Hazard index = 

Fetus Hazard Index = 

Endocrine Hazard Index = 

Sensitizer Hazard Index = 

Gastrointestinal Hazard Index = 

— • 

6,5e-01 

2.66+01 

3,76+00 

1,36-01 

6,1 e+00 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Resident 
Receptor Age: Child/Adult (For the residential scenario, noncancer effects were evaluated for the child and adult separately.) 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Industrial Woricer 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Ground
water 
(Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer) 

• 

Exposure 
Medium 

Ground
water 

Exposure 
Point 

Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer - Tap 
Water 

Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer -
Water 
Vapors at 
Showerhead 

Chemical of 
Concern 

Arsenic 

Dichloroethylene-
1,2 cis 

Iron 

Manganese 

Tetrachloroethylen 
e 

Trichloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Skin, 
Vascular 

Blood 

N/A 

CNS 

Liver, 
Weight 
gain 

Liver, 
Kidney, 
Fetus 

CNS, Liver, 
Endocrine 
System 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

4,46-01 

3,36-01 

2.26+00 

3,56+00 

6.26-02 

1.36+00 

Inhalation 

-

-

-

— 

— 

6,8e-01 

Dermal 

4,86-03 

5.86-02 

2.36-02 

9.06-01 

7.46-02 

4.5e-01 

Groundwater (Upper Glacial Aquifer) Hazard Index = 

Ground
water 
(Magoth 

y 
Aquifer) 

Ground
water 

Air 

1^ w 

Magothy 
Aquifer - Tap 
Water 

Magothy 
Aquifer -
Vapors at 
Showerhead 

Tetrachloroethylen 
6 

Trichloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Liver, 
Weight 
gain 

Liver, 
Kidney, 
Fetus 

CNS, Liver, 
Endocrine 
system 

8,4e 02 

6.5e+D0 

" 

-

— 

3.46+00 

I.Oe-01 

2.36+00 

_ 

Groundwater (Magothy Aquifer) Hazard Index = 

Receptor Hazard Index (Groundwater) = 

CNS Hazard Index = 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

4.5e-01 

3.96-01 

2.26+00 

4,4e+00 

1,46-01 

1,76+00 

6,8e-01 

9,96+00 

1.8e-01 

8,8e+00 

3,4e+00 

1.26+01 

2.26+01 

8.56+00 
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TABLE 21 (continued) 
Risk Characterization Summary 

Non-Carcinogens Exceeding a Hazard Index of 1 
Reasonable Maximum Exposure 

Skin Hazard Index = 

Vascular Hazard Index = 

Blood Hazard Index = 

Kidney Hazard Index = 

Liver Hazard Index = 

Weight Gain Hazard Index = 

Fetus Hazard Index = 

Endocrine Hazard Index = 

4,5e-01 

4,56-01 

3,9e-01 

1.16+01 

1.5e+01 

3.26-01 

1,1e+01 

1.16+01 

Key 

- : Route of exposure is not applicable to this medium, 
CNS: Central Nervous System 
N/A : Toxicity criteria are not available to quantitatively address this route of exposure, 
NC: Not calculated, no dennal absorption factor available for this constituent 
NOAEL: No Observable Adverse Effect Level 

Summary of Risk Characterization - Non-Carcinogens I 

This table presents hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure. The Risk 
Assessment Guidance for Superfund states that, generally, a hazard index (HI) greater than 1 indicates the potfential for adverse noncancer effects. 
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Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: Adull 

Medium 

Other 

Exposure 
Medium 

Other 

Scenario Timeframe: 
Receptor Population: 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Medium 

Ground
water 

Exposure 
Medium 

Ground
water 

Air 

7 

TABLE 22 
Risk Characterization Summary 

Non-Carcinogens Exceeding a Hazard Index of 1 
Central Tendency Exposure 

Future 
Industrial Worker (Inside Woricer) 

Exposure 
Point 

Building 
Floor 
(wipe 
samples) 

Future 
Resident 

Exposure 
Point 

Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer -
Tap 
Water 

Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer -
Water 
Vapors at 
Shower
head 

Chemical of 
Concem 

/^timony 

Arsenic 

Cadmium 

Chromium 

Primary 
Target Organ 

Blood 

Skin, 
Vascular 

Kidney 

NOAEL 

— 

Non-Carclnogenlc Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

2.4e-01 

2.2e-0l 

2.4e-02 

5.8e-01 

Inhalation Dermal 

NC 

7,7e-01 

1,1e-01 

NC 

Building Floor Hazard Index Total/Receptor Hazard Index = 

Kidney Hazard Index = 

Skin Hazard Index = 

Vascular Hazard Index = 

NOAEL Hazard Index = 

Chemical of 
Concern 

/Vrsenic 

Dichloroethylene-1,2 
cis 

Iron 

Manganese 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Skin. 
Vascular 

Blood 

Gastrointesti 
nal 

CNS 

Liver, 
Weight gain 

Liver, 
Kidney, 
Fetus 

CNS, Liver, 
Endocrine 
System 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

2,4e-01 

9,9e-01 

1,3e-01 

5,8e-01 

1,9e+00 

1.3e-01 

9.9e-01 

9,9e-01 

5.8e-01 

Non-Carclnogenlc Hazard Quotient 

1 igestlon 

i.8e-01 

4,:' 3-01 

2,8€ 1-00 

4.5e 1-00 

8.1e-)2 

1,7e+C3 

Inhalation 

-

-

-

-

— 

I,1e-01 

Dermal 

2.0e-03 

3,6e-02 

9,1e-03 

3,6e-01 

4.5e-02 

2.8e-01 

Groundwater (Upper Glacial Aquifer) Hazard Index Total -

Ground-
vvater 

Ground
water 

Magothy 
Aquifer -
Tap 
Water 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Liver, 
Weight gain 

Liver, 
Kidney, 
Fetus 

1.1e-01 

8,5e+00 -

6.2e-02 

1,4e+00 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

5,8e-01 

• 4,7e-01 

2,8e+00 

4.9e+00 

1,3e-01 

2.0e+00 

1,1e-01 

1,1e+01 

1.7e-01 

9,9e+00 
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TABLE 22 (continued) 

Risk Characterization Summary 
Non-Carcinogens Exceeding a Hazard Index of 1 

Central Tendency Exposure 

/ 
i ' -

Medium Exposure 
Medium 

Air 

Exposure 
Point 

Magothy 
Aquifer -
Water 
Vapors at 
Shower
head 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Trichloroethylene 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

CNS, Uver, 
Endocrine 

system 

Non-Carclnogenlc Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion Inhalation 

5.2e-01 
i 

i 

1 
r 

Dermal 

1 

Groundwater (Magothy /Xquifer) Hazard Index Total = 

Receptor Hazard Index (Groundwater)= 

j CNS Hazard Index = 

Skin Hazard Index = 

Vascular Hazard index = 

Blood Hazard Index = 

Kidney Hazard Index = 

Liver Hazard Index = 

Weight Gain Hazard Index = 

Fetus Hazard Index = 

Endocrine Hazard Index = 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

5,2e-01 

1,1e+01 

2,2e+01 

4,9e+00 

5,8e-01 

5,8e-01 

4,7e-01 

1.2e+01 . 

1.2e+01 

3,0e-0l 

1.2e+01 

6.3e-01 ^ 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Resident 
Receptor Age: Child 

Medium 

Ground
water 
(Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer) 

Exposure 
Medium 

Ground
water 

Exposure 
Point 

Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer - Tap 
Water 

Chemical of 
Concern 

/..itimony 

A senic 

Co lalt 

Dichloroethylene-1,2 
cis 

Diel ::rin 

Iron 

Manganese 

Tetracfiloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Blood 

Skin, 
vascular 

Sensitizer 

Blood 

Liver 

N/A 

CNS 

Liver, 
Weight Gain 

Liver, 
Kidney, 
Fetus 

1 

Non-Carcinogenic Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion 

2,1e-01 

1.9e+00 

2,0e-01 

1,4e+00 

1,7e-01 

9,4e+00 

1,5e+01 

2.7e-01 

5.7e+00 

Inhalation 

• - . . 

-

-

: -

-

-

Dermal 

3,1e-03 

4,4e-03 

4,4e-04 

7,0e-02 

6,6e-02 

2,1e-02 

8.2e-01 

8.9e-02 

5.4e-01 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

2.2e-01 

1.9e+00 

2,0e-01 

1.5e+00 

2,4e-01 

9.4e+00 

1.6e+01 

3.6e-01 

6,2e+00 
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TABLE 22 (continued) _ -
Risk Characterization Summary 

Non-Carcinogens Exceeding a Hazard Index of 1 
Central Tendency Exposure 

Medium Exposure 
Medium 

Air 

Exposure 
Point 

Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer -
Water 
Vapors at 
Shower
head 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Trichloroethylene 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

CNS, Liver, 
Endocrine 
system 

Non-Carclnogenlc Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion inhalation 

7,9e-01 

Dermal 

Groundwater (Upper Glacial / ^u l fer ) Hazard Index Total = 

Ground
water 
(Magoth 
y 
Aquifer) 

Ground
water 

Ground
water 

Magothy 
Aquifer - Tap 
Water 

Magothy 
Aquifer -
Water 
Vapors at 
Showerhead 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

Uver, 
Weight gain 

Uver, 
Kidney, 
Fetus 

Liver, Whole 
body 

CNS, Uver, 
Endocrine 

system 

3.7e-01 

2.8e+01 

-

-

1.0e-01 

4.0e+00 

1.2e-01 

2,7e+00 

- • 

Groundwater (Magothy Aquifer) Hazard Index Total -

Receptor Hazard Index (Groundwater)= 

CNS Hazard Index = 

Skin Hazard Index -

Vascular Hazard Index = 

Blood Hazard Index = 

Kidney Hazard Index = 

Liver Hazard Index -

Weight Gain Hazard Index = 

Whole body Hazard Index = 

Fetus Hazard Index = 

Endocrine Hazard Index = 

Sensitizer Hazard Index = 

Exposure Routes 
Total 

7.9e-01 

3,7e+01 

4,9e-01 

3,1e+01 

1,0e-01 

4,0e+00 

3,6e+01 

7.3e+01 

2.1e+01 

1,9e+00 

1.9e+00 

. 1.5e+00 

3,7e+01 

4,3e+01 

8,5e-01 

1,0e-01 

3,7e+01 

4,8e+00 

2,0e-01 
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TABLE 22 (continued) 
Risk Characterization Summary 

Non-Carcinogens Exceeding a Hazard Index of 1 
Central Tendency Exposure 

Medium Exposure 
Medium 

Exposure 
Point 

Chemical of 
Concem 

Primary 
Target 
Organ 

Non-Carclnogenlc Hazard Quotient 

Ingestion Inhalation Dermal Exposure Routes 
Total 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Resident 
Receptor Age: Child/Adult (For the residential scenario, noncancer effects were evaluated for the child and adult separately.) 

Scenario Timeframe: Future 
Receptor Population: Industrial Woricer 
Receptor Age: Adult 

Ground
water 
(Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer) 

Ground
water 

Upper 
Glacial 
Aquifer -
Tap 
Water 

Arsenic 

Dichloroethylene-1,2 
cis 

Iron 

Manganese 

Trichloroethylene 

Skin, 
Vascular 

Blood 

N/A 

CNS 

Liver, 
Kidney, 
Fetus 

3,9e-01 

2.9e-01 

1.9e+00 

3.0e+00 

1,1 e+00 

-

-

-

-

1,8e-03 

3,4e-02 

8,5e-03 

3.4e-01 

2,6e-01 

Groundwater (Upper Glacial Aquifer) Hazard Index = 

Ground
water 
(Magothy) 

Ground
water 

Air 

Magothy 
Aquifer -
Tap 
Water 

Magothy 
Aquifer -
Vapors at 
Shower
head 

Tetrachloroethylene 

Trichloroethylene 

1 iichloroethylene 

Liver, 
Weight gain 

Liver, 
Kidney, 
Fetus 

CNS, Uver, 
Endocrine 
system ' 

7,4e-02 

5,7e+00 -

5,3e-01 

5,8e-02 

1.3e+00 

Groundwater (Magothy Aquifer) Hazard Index ^ 

Total Hazard Index (Groundwater) = 

CNS Hazard Index = 

Skin Hazard Index = 

Vascular Hazard Index = 

Blood Hazard Index = 

Kidney Hazard Index = 

Liver Hazard Index = 

Weight Gain Hazard Index = 

Fetus Hazard Index = 

Endocrine Hazard Index » 

Key -

- : Route o 
CNS: Centra 
N/A : Toxicitj 
NC: Not cal 

exposure is not 
1 Nervous Syste 
/ aiteria are not 
;ulated, no derm 

applicable to 
n 
available to qi 
al absorption 

this medium, 

lantitatively address this 
actor available for this c 

route of exposu 
onstituent. 

re. 

3,9e-01 

3,2e-01 

1.9e+00 

3,4e+00 

1,4e+00 

7,4e+00 

1,3e-01 

7.0e+00 

1 
1 

5,3e-01 

7.7e+00 

1.5e+01 

3.9e+00 

3.9e-01 

3.9e-01 

3.2e-01 

8.4e+00 

9.1 e+00 

1,3e-01 

8,4e+00 

5.3e-01 

NOAEL: No Observable Adverse Effect Level 
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Summary of Risk Characterization - Non-Carcinogens — 

This table presents hazard quotients (HQs) for each route of exposure and the hazard index (sum of hazard quotients) for all routes of exposure. The Risk 
/Assessment Guidance for Superfund states that, generally, a hazard index (HI) greater than 1 indicates the potential for adverse noncancer effects. 
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TABLE 23 
Noncancer Health Hazard Summary 

Media 

Building Floor 

Surface Soil 

Groundwater 
(Upper Glacial 
Aquifer) 

' • - -

Groundwater • 
(Magothy 

Aquifer) 

Subsurface Soil 

Receptor 

Future 
Industrial 
Worker 
(indoor) 

Future 
Industrial 
Worker 
(indoor) 

Future Child 
Resident 

Future Adult 
Resident 

Future Child 
Resident 

Future 
Industrial 
Worker 

•Future Adult 
Resident 

Future Child 
Resident 

Future 
Industrial 
Worker 

Future Child 
Resident 

CT 
Noncan 
cerHI 

1.9 

-

11 

37 

7,4 

1-, 

36 

7.7 

-

COC(s) Driving the Hazard and 
target organ 

Arsenic (skin, vascular) 

-

Iron (gastro), Manganese (CNS), 
TCE* (liver, kidney, fetus) 

Arsenic (skin, vascular), 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis (blood), 
Iron (gastro), Manganese (CNS), 

TCE* (liver, kidney, fetus) 

Iron (gastro), manganese (CNS), 
TCE* (liver, kidney, fetus) 

TOE* (liver, kidney, fetus) 

TCE* (liver, kidney, fetus, CNS, 
endocrine system) 

TCE* (liver, kidney, fetus, CNS, 
endocrine system) 

-

RME 
Noncan 
cerHI 

5.2 

1.6 

2.2 

25 

66 

9.9 

25 

88 , 
[ 

12 1 

2.3 

COC(s) Driving the Risk j 

Arsenic (skin, vascular), 
Chromium (NOAEL) 

Benzene (Blood) 

Arsenic (skin, vascular) 

Arsenic (skin, vascular), 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis (blood). 
Iron (gastro), manganese (CNS), 

TCE* (liver, kidney, fetus) 

Arsenic (skin, vascular), 
Dichloroethylene-1,2 cis (blood), 
Iron (gastro). Manganese (CNS), 

TCE* (liver, kidney, fetus) 

Iron (gastro), manganese (CNS), 
TCE* (liver, kidney, fetus) 

TCE* (liver, kidney, fetus, CNS, f | 
endocrine system) 

TCE* (liver, kidney, fetus, CNS, 
endocrine system) 

TCE* (liver, kidney, fetus, CNS, 
endocrine system) 

Arsenic (skin, vascular) 

The critical effects associated with TCE are different depending on the exposure route. See table 3 for details. 
iOAEL : No observable adverse effect level ; 
;NS: Central Nervous System 
iastro : Gastrointestinal 
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TABLE 24 
Basis for Cost Estimate for Alt amative SC-3 

Excavation of Contaminated Surface Soils, Building Trench Sumps, and Contents of Dry Wells 
Off-Site Treatment and/or Dis( osal 

Treatment of VOC-Contaminated Subsurface Soils Us ng In-Situ Vapor Extraction 
Building Decontamination 
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TABLE 24 
Alternative SC-3: Costs for Removal and Disposal of Shallow Soils and Sediments 

and SVE for Subsurface Soil 
Cost Estimate Summary 

OPERATIONS COST 

Removal and Disposal of Shallow Soils 
Reseal asphalt cap/repair concrete every five years 373 SY 

Annualized cost of reseal 
Annual inspection ancj report 32 hr 

Subtotal of Total Annualized Cost of Reseal 

Subtotal of Total Annualized Cost of Reseal With 120% Contingency 

$2 

$100 

Removal and Disposal of Sediments in Dry Wells 

Reseal asphalt cap every five years 27 SY 
Annualized cost of reseal 

Annual inspection and report 32 hr 

Subtotal of Total Annualized Cost of Reseal 

Subtotal of Total Annualized Cost of Reseal With /20% Contingency 

SVE for Subsurface Soil 
CONTRACTOR SERVICES 

Electrical Usage (estimated) 35,000 kW-hr 
Carbon Regeneration 200,000 pound 

Subtotal 

Misc Contractor Support 1 LS 
Equipment Rental 2 yr 
Operation and Maintenance 1920 hr 
Contingency Mechnical Repairs 1 LS 

Subtotal 

PROFESJ ONAL SERVICES 
Bi-monthly i n d o r Air Sampling During Years 1&2 When System Is in Operation 

Labor for Sampling 40 hr 
Analytical Costs 1 ea 
Field Equipment 1 ea 
Labor for Oata Evaluation/ eporting 24 hr 

Subtotal for or, * sampling even! 
Subtotal for 1 yt irs (6 events) 

Professional Servict : to Support Operation 
Project Management 240 hr 
Operations - Engineering But 5ort 960 hr 
Per-Diem/Misc 1 LS 

Subtotal 

Annual Sampling Duri g Years 3-5 After Operation is Terminated 
Labor tor Sampling 80 hr 
Analytical Costs 1 LS 
Field Equipment 1 LS 
Labor for Data Evaluation/repot ,'ng 60 hr 

Subtotal Cost of sampling 
Subtotal of Total Annua! zed Cost of Annual Sampling During Years 3-5 

S-year Site Review 
Labor for 5-Year site review (ind simpling) 120 hr 

Subtotal Cost of site review 
Subtotal of Total Annualizt d Cost of site review 

Subtotal 

SubtoUl W 20V. Contingency 

TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONS COST W/iOV. CONTINGENCY 

PRESENT WORTH VALUE OF TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONS COST 

PRESENT WORTH VALUE OF TOTAL CAPTTAL AND OPERATIONS COSTS 

$2 

$100 

' 

$0,07 . 
$2 

$5,000 
$500 
$60 

$5,000 

$100 
$1,000 • 
$1,000 . 
$100 

$128 
$100 

$1,000 

1 

1 

$100 

$5,000 
$100 

' 

$100 

;^->i~;->. r , •; 

$746 

$140 
$3,200 

$3,340 

$4,008 

$54 
$6 

$3,200 

$3,206 

$3,847 

$2,450 
$400,000 
$402,450 

$5,000 
$1,000 

$115,200 
$5,000 

$126,200 

$4,000 
$1,000 
$1,000 
$2,400 
$8,400 

$50,400 

$30,682 
$96,000 
$1,000 

$127,682 

$8,000 
$2,500 
$5,000 
$6,000 

$21,500 
$29,814 

$12,000 
$12,000 
$5,373 

$741,919 

$816,200 

$824,055 

$1,572,247 

$2,382,602 

1 

Notes: 
Costs provided are order-of-magnitude cost estimates with accuracy range of -30% lo +50% 

' 
, One 5-year site review will j 

be performed , soils will be resurfaced every 5 years upto 15 years, and the SVE system will be operated for 2 years, | 
Costs were annual 
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i TABLE 24 continued 
Alternative SC-3: Costs for Building Decontamination 

Cost Estimate Summary^ 

CAPITAL COST 

DESCRIPTION QTY UNIT 

LS 
CY 
LS 

gallon 
hr 

LS 

hr 
LS 

UNIT 
COST 

$20,000 
$100 

$20,000 
$3 

$100 

$100 

TOTAL 

$20,000 
$75,000 
$20,000 
$4,500 
$20,000 

$11,950 

$10,000 
$3,000 

$164,450 

$197,340 

Building 
Repair Building Roof , 
Transportation and Disposal of Debris Inside Building 
Pressure washingA/acuuming of Floor 
Transportation and Disposal of Nonhaz Water 
Labor for procurement and oversight of contractor 

Engineering 
Assume 10% of capital costs 

Wipe sampling 
Labor for sampling and report 
Analysis 

1 
750 

1 
1.500 
200 

1 

100 
1 

TOTAL CAPITAL COST 

TOTAL CAPITAL COST W/20% CONTINGENCY 

I OPERATIONS COST 

None 

PRESENT WORTH VALUE OF TOTAL OPERATIONS CO ?7 

PRESENT WORTH VALUE OF TOTAL CAPITAL AND OPERATIO IS COSTS 

$0 

$0 

$197,340 

Notes: 
Costs provided are order-of-magnitude cost estimates with accuracy range of -30% to +50%. No 5-year site reviews are 
included since all contamination, will be removed. 

• 

Final 
February 2004 500172 Page 1 of 1 



TABLE 25 
Basis \ ̂ r Cost Estimate for Alternative GW-3 

In-Situ Che nical Oxidation for Treatment of Upper Aquifer 
Groundwaf sr Extraction and Treatment for Lower Aquifer 
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TABLE 25 
Altemative GW-3: Costs for In-Situ Chemical Oxidation of Upper Glacial Aquifer 

Cost Estimate Summary 

CAPITAL COST 

DESCRIPTION 

CONTRACTOR SERVICES 
Install 2-inch stainless steel wells 
Trailer Mobilization/Set-up 
Chemical Injections (materials and labor) 
Pilot testing 

SUBTOTAL 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES DURING 
CONSTRUCTION 

Baseline Groundwater sampling-Labor 

Baseline Groundwater sampling-Analytical 
Field Equipment 
Sampling during injections-Labor 
Sampling during injections-Analytical 

Project Management 
Work Plan, Pilot testing. Design, Contractor Procurement 
Installation/Injection Oversight 
Per-DienVMisc 

SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL CAPITAL COST 

QTY 

36 
1 

4.610 
1 

80 
1 
1 

60 
3 

236 
560 
875 
63 

U N n 

wells 
LS 

gallons 
LS 

hr 

LS 
LS 
hr 
LS 
hr 
hr 
hr 
LS 

TOTAL CAPITAL COST WI 20% CONTINGENCY 

OPERATIONS COi T 

CONTRACTOR SE: VICES 
Misc Contractor Support 
Equipment Rental 

SubtoUl 

PROFESSIONAL SER. ICES 

Professional Services to Supp rt Appl icat ion 
Project Management 
Operations - Engineering Support 
Per-Diem/Misc 

Subtotal 

Annual Sampling 
Labor for Groundwater Sampling 
Analytical Costs 
Field Equipment 
Labor for Data Evaluation/reporting 

Subtotal 

5-year Site Review and San-, i l ing 
Labor for Groundwater Sampling 
Analytical Costs 
Field Equipment 
Labor for Data Evaluation/reporting 
Labor for S-Year site review 

Subtotal Cost of site review 
Subtotal of Total Annualized Cost > <f site review 

TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONS COST 

1 
2 

-

40 
20 
1 

80 
1 
1 

60 

80 
1 
1 

60 
100 

LS 

yr 

hr 
hr 
LS 

hr 

LS 
LS 
hr 

hr 
LS 
LS 
hr 
hr 

TOTAL ANNUAL OPERA IONS COST W/20V. CONTINGENCY 

PRESENT WORTH VALUE 0,- TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONS COST 

PRESENT WORTH VALUE OFTOTAL CAPITAL AND OPERATIONS COSTS 

UNrr 
COST 

$8,600 
$10,000 
$14,20 

$50,000 

, 

$100 
$3,000 
$5,000 
$100 

$2,000 
$128 
$100 
$80 

$500 

$2,000 
$500 

$128 
$95 

$1,000 

$100 
$5,000 
$5,000 
$100 

$100 
$5,000 
$5,000 
$100 
$100 

TOTAL 

$309,600 
$10,000 
$65,462 
$50,000 

$435,062 

$8,000 
$3,000 
$5,000 
$6,000 
$6,000 

$30,202 
$56,000 
$70,000 
$31,250 

$215,432 

$650,514 

$780,61.7 

$2,000 
$1,000 
$3,000 

$5,120 
$1,600 
$1,000 
$8,020 

$8,000 
$5,000 
$5,000 
$6,000 

$24,000 

$8,000 
$5,000 
$5,000 
$6,000 

$10,000 
$34,000 
$29,975 

$64,995 
$77,994 

$75,576 

$856,193 

1 

Notes: 
Costs provided are order-of-magnitude cost estimates with accuracy range of 
performed. Present worth value is based on 1 year to achieve the PRGs, 

30% to +50%, One S-year site review will be 
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TABLE 25 continued 1 
Alternative GW-3: Costs for Pump and Treat for Magothy Aquifer (On-Site) 

Cost Estimate Summary 

CAPITAL COST 

DESCRIPTION 

CONTRACTOR SERVICES 
Install 6- to 8-inch PVC extraction well 
Install 6- to 8-inch PVC injection well 
Transfer pump, 1 hp 
3,000-gal FRP Equalization Tank 
Equalization tank mixer, 0,5 hp 
600-gal FRP Reaction tank 
Reaction tank mixer, 0,5 hp 
1,000-gal FRP Flocculation tank 
Flocculation tank mixer, 0.5 hp 
Inclined plate clarifier, 212 sf 
Air diaprhagm sludge pump. l hp 
Gravity filter, 2 bays, 28 sq ft 
600-gal FRP pH Adjustment tank 
pH Adjustment tank mixer, 0,7 hp 
1.000-gal FRP Filter Backwash tank 
Backwash pump, hor centr, 3 hp 
2,500-gal FRP, cone bottom Sludge Storage Tank 
Plate and Frame Filter Press, 25 cu, ft. 
5,000-gal FRP Caustic Storage Tank 
500-ga! Carbon Steel Sulfuric Acid Storage Tank 
4,500-gal Coated Carbon Steel Soda Ash Storage Tank 
Caustic Fe )d Pump 
Sulfuric Aci( Feed Pump 
Soda Ash Fv'd Pump 
Polymer blen er/feeder ' 
Air compresst,' 
Air stripper sya em (18,5 feet packing; 2-ft diam,; 2 335-
scfm,blowers, c tc) 
Feed pumps (2 hp) 
Vapor Phase C; l3on Units (3 in series, 150-lb drums,heat 
exchanger, boo;: sr blowers) 
Repair Building F.iof 

SUBTOTAL 

Miscellaneous StM ;tjral 
Miscellaneous Me; lanical/Piping 
Electrical/l&C 
System Start-Up 
Electrical (Power D.np and Installation) 
Analytical Costs (sts t-up testing) 

SUBTOTAL 

PROFESSIONAL S t (VICES DURING CONSTRUCTION 
Project Management 
Work Plan.Design, Ccilractor Procurement 
Installation Oversight 
Start-Up 
Per-Diem/Misc 

SUBTOTAL 

TOTAL CAPITAL COST 

QTY 

\ 1 

2 
' 1 

3% 
10% 
10% 

1 
1 
1 

183 
560 
560 
100 
40 

UNIT 

well 
well 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 

• EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
unit 

unit 
LS 

LS 

of capital 
of capital 
of capital 

LS 
LS 
LS 

hr 
hr 
hr 
hr 
LS 

TOML CAPITAL COST W/ 20% CONTINGENCY 

UNIT 
COST 

$90,000 
$90,000 
$1,800 
$6,000 
$4,500 
$4,000 
$4,500 
$6,000 
$4,500 
$40,000 
$2,000 
$50,000 
$4,000 
$5,500 
$6,000 
$5,000 
$7,500 
$50,000 
$10,000 
$2,000 
$15,000 
$2,000 
$3,500 
$3,500 
$6,000 

$32,000 
$30,000 

$2,000 
$15,000 

$20,000 

$15,729 
$52,430 
$52,430 
$3,000 
$3,000 
$5,000 

$128 
$100 
$80 
$80 
$500 

TOTAL 

$90,000 
$90,000 
$1,800 
$6,000 
$4,500 
$4,000 
$4,500 
$6,000 
$4,500 

$40,000 
$2,000 
$50,000 
$4,000 
$5,500 
$6,000 
$5,000 
$7,500 
$50,000 
$10,000 
$2,000 
$15,000 
$2,000 
$3,500 
$3,500 
$6,000 

$32,000 
$30,000 

$4,000 
$15,000 

$20,000 
$524,300 

$15,729 
$52,430 
$52,430 
$3,000 
$3,000 
$5,000 

$131,589 

$23,424 
$56,000 
$44,800 
$8,000 
$20,000 
$152,224 

$808,113 

$969,736 
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TABLE 25 continued 
Alternative GW-3: Costs for Pump and Treat for Magothy Aquifer (On-Site) 

Cost Estimate Summary 

OPERATIONS COST 

CONTRACTOR SERVICES 
Electrical Usage (estimated) 
Cartoon replacement and disposal 
Misc Contractor Support 
Equipment Rental 
Chemical for acid wash and disposal of material 
Contingency Mechnical Repairs 

SubtoUl 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

Annual Sampling 
Labor for Effluent and Groundwater Sampling 
Analytical Costs 
Field Equipment 
Labor for Data Evaluation/reporting 

Subtotal 

Chemicals and Sludge Disposal each Year 
Caustic, 50% 
Soda Ash, 30% : 
Polymer 
Sulfuric acid, 93% 

Subtotal 

Sludge Disposal (hazardous) 

Professional Services to Support Operation 
Project Management 
Treatment Plant Opertaor 
Per-Diem/Misc 

Subtotal 

5-year Site Review and Sampling 
Labor for Effluent and Groundwater Sampling 

Analytical Costs 
Field Equipment 
Labor for Data Evaluation/reporting 
Labor for 5-Year site review 

Subtotal Cost of site review 
Subtotal of Total Annualized Cost of site review 

TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONS COST 

30,000 
1,000 

1 
1 
1 
1 

120 
1 
1 

160 

8,760 
8,760 
2,190 

; 4,380 

••).59 

'̂ 
200 

2008 
1 

120 
1 
1 

160 
100 

kW-hr/'yr 
p6und/yr 

LS 

yr 
LS 
LS 

hr 
LS 
LS • 
hr 

gal 
gal 
gal 
gal 

Ton 

hr 
hr 
LS 

hr 
LS 
LS 
hr 
hr 

TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONS COSTW/20% CONTINGENCY 

PRESENT WORTH VALUE OF TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONS COST 

: PRESENT WORTH VALUE OF TOTAL CAPTTAL AND OPERATIONS COSTS 

$0,07 
$3,50 

$1,000 
$500 

$5,000 
$1,000 

$100 
$7,000 
$5,000 
$128 

$0,60 
$0,90 
$0,90 
J0,53 

$;-50 

$1:3 
$7; 

$1,0tn 

$100 
$7,000 
$5,000 
$128 
$100 

- -' 

$2,100 
$3,500 
$1,000 
$500 

$5,000 
$1,000 

$13,100 

$12,000 
$7,000 
$5,000 
$20,480 
$44,480 

$5,256 
$7,884 
$1,971 
$2,321 
$17,432 

$14,750 

$25,568 
$150,600 
$1,000 

$177,168 

$12,000 
$7,000 
$5,000 
$20,480 
$10,000 
$54,480 
$12,398 

$279,328 
$335,194 

$2,333,234 

$3,302,969 

1 

Notes: 
Costs provided are order-of-magnitude cost estimates with accuracy range'of -
perfonned. Present worth value is based on 8 years to achieve the PRGs, 

30% to +50%, Two 5-year site eviews will be 

Final 
February 2004 500176 Page 2 of 2 



TABLE 25 continued 

Alternative GW-3: Costs for Pump and Treat for Magothy Aquifer (On-Site/Off-Site) 
Cost Estimate Summary 

CAPITAL COST 

DESCRIPTION QTY 

CONTRACTOR SERVICES 
Install 6- to 8-inch PVC extraction well 3 
Install 6- to 8-inch PVC injection well 1 
Transfer pump, 2 hp 1 
5.400-gal FRP Equalization Tank . 1 
Equalization tank mixer, 1 hp 1 
1,100-gal FRP Reaction tank 1 
Reaction tank mixer, 1 hp 1 
1,800-gal FRP Fkxculation tank 1 
Flocculation tank mixer, 1 hp 1 
inclined plate clarifier. 400 sf 1 
Air diaprhagm sludge pump, 2 hp 1 
Gravity filter, 2 bays. 50 sq ft 1 
1,100-gal FRP pH Adjustment tank 1 • 
pH Adjustment tank mixer. 1,5 hp 1 
1,800-gal FRP Filter Backwash tank 1 
Backwash pump, hor centr, 4,5 hp 1 
4.500-gal FRP,'cone bottom Sludge Storage Tank 1 
Plate and Frame Filter Press, 45 cu, ft, 1 
9,000-gal FRP Caustic Storage Tank 1 
1,000-gal CartJon Steel Sulfuric Acid Storage Tank 1 
8,000-gal Coatcl Cartjon Steel Soda Ash Storage Tank 1 
Caustic Feed Pu np 1 
Sulfuric Acid Feeu Pump 1 
Soda Ash Feed PL mp 1 
Polymer blender/fei der 1 
Air compressor .1 
Air stripper system ('8.5 feet packing; 2,7-ft diam,; 2 600- 1 
scfm blowers, etc) 
Feed pumps (3,5 hp) 2 
Vapor Phase Cartjon Jnits (3 in series, 300-lb ' 1 
drums,heat exchange booster blowers) 
Repair Building Roof 1 

Subtotal 

Miscellaneous Stnjcturs 3% 
Miscellaneous Mechanit n|/Piping 10% 
Electrical/18,C 10% 
System Start-Up 1 
Electrical (Power Drop ar 1 Installation) 1 
Analytical Costs (start-up asting) 1 

Subtotal 

PROFESSIONAL SERVIC :S DURING CONSTRUCTION 
Project Management 183 
Wori< Plan.Design, Contract r Procurement 560 
Installation Oversight 560 
Start-Up 100 
Per-Diem/Misc 40 

Subtotal 

TOTAL CAPITAL COST 

TOTAL COST WI 20% CONTINGENCY 

UNIT 

well 
well 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
EA 
unit 

unit 
LS 

LS 

of capital 
of capital 
of capital 

LS 
LS 
LS 

hr 
hr 
hr 
hr 
LS 

UNIT 
COST 

$90,000 
$90,000 
$2,880 
$9,600 
$7,200 
$6,400 
$7,200 
$9,600 
$7,200 
$64,000 
$3,200 
$80,000 
$6,400 
$8,800 
$9,600 
$8,000 
$12,000 
$80,000 
$16,000 
$3',200 
$24,000 
$3,200 
$5,600 
$5,600 
$9,600 

• $51,200 
$48,000 

$3,200 
$24,000 

$20,000 

$26,966 
$89,888 
$89,888 
$3,000 
$3,000 
$5,000 

$128 
$100 
$80 
$80 
$500 

TOTAL 

$270,000 
$90,000 
$2,880 
$9,600 
$7,200 
$6,400 
$7,200 
$9,600 
$7,200 
$64,000 
$3,200 
$80,000 
$6,400 
$8,800 
$9,600 
$8,000 
$12,000 
$80,000 
$16,000 
$3,200 
$24,000 
$3,200 
$5,600 
$5,600 
$9,600 
$51,200 
$48,000 

$6,400 
$24,000 

$20,000 
$898,880 

$26,966 
$89,888 
$89,888 
$3,000 
$3,000 
$5,000 

$217,742 

$23,424 
$56,000 
$44,800 
$8,000 
$20,000 
$152,224 

$1,268,846 

$1,522,616 
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TABLE 25 continued 

Alternative GW-3: Costs for Pump and Treat for Magothy Aquifer (On-Site/Off-Site) 
Cost Estimate Summary 

OPERATIONS COST 

CONTRACTOR SERVICES 
Electrical Usage (estimated) 
Cartoon replacement and disposal 
Misc Contractor Support 
Equipment Rental 
Chemical for acid wash and disposal of material 
Contingency Mechnical Repairs 

Subtotal 

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

Annual Sampling 
Labor for Effluent and Groundwater Sampling 
Analytical Costs 
Field Equipment 
Labor for Data Evaluation/reporting 

Subtotal 

Chemicals and Sludge Disposal each Year 
Caustic, 50% 
Soda Ash, 30% 
Polymer 
Sulfuric acid, 93% 

Subtotal 

Sludge Disposal (hazardous) 

Professional Services to Support Operation 
Project Management 
Treatment Plant Opertaor 
Per-Diem/Misc 

Subtotal 

5-year Site Review and Sampling 
Labor for Effluent and Groundwater Sampling 
/Vialytical Costs 
Field Equipment 
Labor for Data Evaluation/reporting 
Labor for 5-Year site review 

Subtotal cost of site review 
Subtotal of Total Annualized cost of site review 

TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONS COST 

60,000 
2,000 

1 
1 
1 
1 

120 
• 1 

1 
160 

15,768 
15.768 
3,942 
7,884 

106,2 

^200 
2008 

1 

120 
1 
1 

160 
100 

kW-hr/yr 
pound/yr 

LS 
yr 
LS 
LS 

hr 
LS 
LS 
hr 

gal 
gal 
gal 
gal 

Ton 

hr 
hr 
LS 

hr 
LS 
LS 
hr 
hr 

TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATIONS COST WI20V. CONTINGENCY 

PRESENT WORTH VALUE OF TOTAL ANNUAL OPERAVONS COST 

: i PRESENT WORTH VALUE OF TOTAL CAPITAL AND OPERATIONS COSTS 

$0,07 
$3,50 

$2,000 
$1,000 
$5,000 
$2,000 

$100 
$7,000 
$5,000 
$128 

$0,60 
$0.90 
$0.10 
$0, J3 

$250 

$128 
$75 

$1,000 

$100 
$7,000 
$5,000 
$128 
$100 

1 

"̂  

$4,200 
$7,000 
$2,000 
$1,000 
$5,000 
$2,000 
$21,200 

$12,000 
$7,000 
$5,000 
$20,480 
$44,480 

$9,461 
$14,191 
$3,548 
$4,179 
$31,378 

$26,550 

$25,568 
$150,600 
$1,000 

$177,168 

$12,000 
$7,000 
$5,000 

$20,480 
$10,000 
$54,480 
$16,037 

$316,813 
$380,176 

S2.04S,901 

i1.568.S17 

1 

Notes: 
Costs provided are order-of-magnitude cost estimates with accuracy range of 
performed. Present worth value is based on 6 years 0 achieve the PRGs, 

-30% to +50%, Two 5-year site reviews will be 
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JACKSON STEEL SITE 
ADMINISTRATIVE RECORD 
INDEX OF DOCUMENTS 

1.0 SITE IDENTIFICATION 

1.1 Background - RCRA and other Information 

P. 100001 - Letter to Robert Guido, Esq., Farrell, Fritz, 
100013 Caeimnerer, Cleary, Barnosky & Armentano, PC, from 

Mr. Dean Anson II, Anson Environmental Ltd., re: 
435 First Street, Mineola, February 16, 1993. 

1.4 Site Investigation Reports 

P. 100014 - Report: Hazard Ranking System Documentation 
100740 Package. Jackson Steel. Mineola/North Hempstead. 

Nassau County, New York. Volume 1 of 1. prepared 
by Region II Superfund Technical Assessment and 
Response Team, Roy F. Weston, Inc., prepared for 
,U.S. EPA, Region 2, October 1999. 

2.0 REMOVAL RESPONSE 

2.1 Sampling and Analysis Pl2ms 

P. 200001 - Memorandum to Mr. Christos Tsiamis, Renedial 
200004 Project Manager, U.S. EPA, Region; 2, from Mr. 

Andrew B. Judd, CH2M Hill, re: Proposed Soil 
Sampling Locations: Shooter's Billiards Parlor (90 
Herricks Rd.), March 20, 2002. 

2.2 Sampling and Analysis data/Chain of .'Custody Forms 

P. 200005 - Letter to Mr. Louis DiGuardia, On-Scene 
200022 Coordinator, U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Mr. John F. 

Brennan, Site Project Manager, Roy F. Weston, 
Inc., re: Enclosed Sampling Trip Report, Jackson 
Steel Site, Mineola, Nassau County, New York, 
March 29, 2001. 
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P. 200023 - Memorandum to Mr. Louis DiGuardia, On-Scene 
200054 Coordinator, Removal Action Branch, U.S. EPA, 

Region 2, from Mr. Robert Finke, Inorganic Data 
Reviewer, RST, Region II, re: Jackson Steel Site, 
Data Validation Assessment, May 7, 2001. 

P. 200055 - Memorandum to Mr. Louis DiGuardia, On-Scene 
200115 Coordinator, Removal Action Branch, U.S. EPA, 

Region 2, from Mr. Robert Finke, Organic Data 
Reviewer, RST, Region II, re: Jackson Steel Site, 
Data Validation Assessment, May 7, 2001. 

P. 200116 - Report: Final Report, Geophysical Survey, 
200162 Utility/Structure Clearance, Proposed Boring 

Locations, 28 On-Site and 4 Off-Site Locations, 
Jackson Steel Site. Long Island, NY. prepared by 
Enviroscan, Inc., Prepared for CH2MHill, October 
16, 2001. 

P. 200163 - Letter to Mr. Louis DiGuardia, On-Scene 
200183 Coordinator, U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Mr. John F. 

Brennan, Site Project Manager, Roy F. Weston, 
Inc., re: Enclosed Sampling Trip Report, Tooter 
Gen-.er, Mineola, Nassau County, New York, February 
1, 2002. 

P. '200184 - Memorandum to Mr. Lou DiGuardia, OSC, U.S. EPA, 
200217 Regicn 2, from Ms.^Smita Sumbaly, Organic Data 

Reviever, Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: Tooter Center 
Site, Data Validation Assessment, February 12, 
2002. 

P. 2Q0218 - Memora idum to Mr. Louis DiGuardia, OSC, U.S. EPA, 
200270 Region 2, from Ms. Smita Sumbaly, Inorganic Data 
: Reviewer, Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: Jackson Steel 

Site, lata Validation Assessment, April 1, 2002. 

P. 200271 - Memoranium to Mr. Louis DiGuardia, OSC, U.S. EPA, 
200338 Region .!, from Mr. Robert. Finke, Organic Data 

' Reviewe:, Roy F. Weston, Inc., re: Jackson Steel 
Site, Data Validation Assessment, April 22, 2002. 

P. 200339 - Memorand UTi to Mr. Alan Humphrey, U.S. EPA, ERT 
200448 Work Ass,.gnment Manager, U.S. EPA, Region 2, from 

Mr. David Aloysius, REAC Task Leader, Lockheed 
Martin Technology Services, re: Final Results: 
Soil, Gas, Soil, and Water Sampling, Jackson Steel 
- Mineola, New York, Work Assignment 0-248: Trip 
Report, April 30, 2002. 
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P. 200449 - Memorandum to Mr. Alan Humphrey, U.S. EPA, ERT 
200519 Work Assignment Manager, U.S. EPA, Region 2, from 

Mr. Gordon Shields, REAC Geophysicist, Lockheed 
Martin Technology Services, re: Geophysical 
Survey, Jackson Steel Site, Work Assignment 0-
248.1: Trip Report, July 31, 2002. 

2.7 Correspondence 

P. 200520 - Letter to Stanley J. Sanders, Esq. Sanders, 
200525. Sanders, Block & Woycik, P.O., from Mr. Richard J. 

Baldwin, C.P.G., Senior Project Manager, 
EnviroTrac Ltd., re: Ground-Water Sampling Results 
and Conceptual Remediation Action Plan, Jackson 
Steel Site, September 12, 2000. 

P. 200526 - Facsimile transmittal to Mr. Christos Tsiamis, 
200530 U. S. EPA, from Mr. F. Booher, Inc. Village of 

Mineola - Water Department, re: Enclosed Well No. 
4 Data, Year 2000 - high & low amounts. Years 
1977-83 Summary, March 29, 2001. 

P. 200531 - Letter to Mr. Peter O'Connor, Broadwall Mngt. 
200532 Corp., from Ms. Jacquelyn Nealon,! Publ,\c Health 

Specialist II, Bureau of Environmental Exposure 
Investigation, State of New York Depart:.nent of 
Health,' re: Enclosed results for Indoor Air 

, Sampling (Richlee Apartmefnts), March 4, 2002. 

3.0 REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 
1 

3.2 Sampling and Analysis Data/Chain of Custody Forms 
' * . • • 

P. 300001 - Memorandum to Mr. Christos'.Tsiamis, Remedial 
300003 Project Manager, U.S, EPA, Region 2, from Mr. 

Louis DiGuardia, On-Scene Coordinator, Renoval 
Action Branch, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Enclosed 
Sampling Map - Soil-Gas & In-Door Air Sampling at 
Former Tutor Time/Shooters Billiards Hall, 
February 3, 2003. 

t 

P. 300004 - Memorandum to Mr. Christos Tsiamis, Remedial 
300590 Project Manager, New York Remediation Brancii, 

U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Ms. Diane Salkie, 
Environmental Scientist, Hazardous Waste Support 
Branch, U.S. EPA, Region 2, Re: Attached November 
- December 2002 Sampling Report for the Air 
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Sampling Event at the Jackson Steel site in 
Mineola, New York, February 4, 2003. 

P. 300591 - Report: Sampling Trip Report, Jackson Steel Site, 
300608 prepared by Ms. Diane Salkie, U.S. EPA, Region 2, 

May 5, 2003. 

3.3 Work Plans 

P. 300609 - CH2M Hill Health and Safety Plan, Jackson Steel 
300728 RI/FS, prepared by CH2M Hill, prepared for U.S. 

EPA, Region 2, January 25, 2001. 

P. 300729 - Work Plan: Jackson Steel. Remedial 
300841 Investigation/Feasibility Study, Volume I of II. 

prepared by CH2MHill, Inc., prepared for U.S. EPA, 
Region 2, April 2, 2001. 

P. 300842 - Final Quality Assurance Project Plan and Sampling 
301261 and Analysis Plan for the Jackson Steel RI/FS, 

Jackson Steel, Mineola, North Hempstead, Nassau 
County, New York, prepared by CH2M Hill, prepared 
for U.S. EPA, Region 2, June 2001. 

3.4 Remedial Investi^ ation Reports 

P. 301262 - Report: Remedial Investigation Report for the 
301646 Jackson Steel Superfund Site, Mineola, New York, 

Volume '. , prepared by CH2MHill, Inc., prepared fpr 
U.S. EPA. Region 2, June 2003. 

P. 301647 - Report: )emedial Investigation Report for the 
302407 Jackson hteel Superfund Site, Mineola. New York, 

Volume 2 ?̂ ppendices, prepared by CH2MHill, Inc., 
prepared :or U.S. EPA, Region 2, June 2003. 

3.5 Correspondence 

P. 302408 - Consent to Access to Property, Owner: M.V. Barmed 
302408 Realty, Im:., by Mr. Charles W. Flynn, President, 

. Address of Property: 435 First Street in the 
Village of Mineola, Town of North Hempstead, New 
York, October 5, 2000. 

P. 302409 - Letter to Mr. Christos Tsiamis, U.S. EPA, Region 
302414 2, Western NY/Caribbean Remedial Action, from Ms. 

Heather Bishop, Federal Projects Section, New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation, 
Division of Environmental Remediation, re: Jackson 

500183 



Steel Site, ID# 130095, Draft Remedial 
Investigation/Feasibility Work Plan, Volume I of 
II, for the Jackson Steel Site, prepared by CH2M 
Hill, Inc., January 8, 2001. 

P. 302415 - Letter to Ms. Trisha Troy Alden, General Counsel, 
302416 Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Long Island 

Rail Road (LIRR), from Mr. Christos Tsiamis, 
Project Manager, Central New York Remediation 
Section, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Enclosed access 
permission form, April 19, 2001. 

P. 302417 - Letter to Mr. Robert Mangen, Superintendent, 
302418 Garden City Department of Public Works, from Mr. 

Christos Tsiamis, Project Manager, Central New 
York Remediation Section, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: 
Enclosed access permission form, April 19, 2001. 

P. 302419 - Letter to Mr. Stephen Siwinski, Superintendent, 
302420 Building Department, Village of Mineola, from Mr. 

Christos Tsiamis, Project Manager, Central New 
York Remediation Section, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: 
Enclosed access permission form, April 19, 2001. 

P. 302421 - Letter to Mr. Russel Rinchiuso, Deputy 
302422 Commissioner, Nassau County Department o: Public 

Works, from Mr. Christos T-siamis, Project Manager, 
Central New York Remediation Section, U.S. EPA, 
Region 2, re: Enclosed access permission ; orm, 
April 19, 2001. 

P. 302423 - Letter to Ms. Trisha Troy Alden, General Counsel, 
302424 Metropolitan Transportation [Authority, Lone, Island 

Rail Road (LIRR), from Mr. Christos Tsiamis, 
Project Manager, Central New York Remediati-on 
Section, U.S. EPA, Region 2, -re: Enclosed a.:cess 
permission form, April 19, 2001. 

P. 302425 - Letter to Ms. Georgia Bertcher, President of the, 
302426 Board, Unitarian Universalist Congregation o! 

South Nassau County, from Mr. ;..Christos Tsiam.ls, 
Project Manager, Central New York Remediatior. 
Section, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Enclosed access 
permission form, April 19, 2001. 

P. 302427 - Letter to Mr. Peter O'Connor, Manager, Richlee 
302428 Court Associates, from Mr. Christos Tsiamis, 

Project Manager, Central New York Remediation 
Section, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Enclosed access 
permission form, April 19, 2001. ' 
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302429 
302440 

302441 
302443 

302444 
302445 

Letter to Ms. Heather Bishop, Project Manager, 
New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, Division of Environmental 
Remediation, from Mr. Christos Tsiamis, Project 
Manager, Central New York Remediation Section, 
U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: EPA's responses to 
NYSDEC's and NYSDOH's comments on the draft 
Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study 
Workplan for the Jackson Steel Superfund site, 
Mineola, Long Island, New York, April 30, 2001. 

Letter to Mr. Christos Tsiamis, Project Manager, 
U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Mr. Peter O'Connor, 
Property Manager, Broadwall Management Corp, re: 
Installation of Monitoring Well at Richlee Court, 
May 10, 2001. 

Facsimile transmittal to Mr. Christos Tsiamis, 
Project Manager, U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Sharon 
Patterson Glenn, Esq., Long Island Rail Road, re: 
Enclosed LIRR's standard access permit. May 24, 
2001. 

302446 - Letter -.o Mr. Christos Tsiamis, Project Manager, 
302449 Central New York Remediation Section, U.S. EPA, 

- Region 2, from Mr. Joseph G. Pecora, P.E., 
Commissi!, ner of Public Works, County of Nassau, 
Departmei t of Public Works, re: Enclosed signed 
Consent for Access to Property, Nassau County 
Stormwate;.- Basin #123, Garden City, NY, May 25, ' 

- 2001. 
f 

302450 - Letter to Mr. Frank Koch, Deputy Superintendent, 
302452 Water and Sewer Services, Village of Garden City, 

from Mr. Christos Tsiamis, Project Manager, 
Central Nev York Remediation Section, U.S. EPA, 

- Region 2, r?: Installation of monitoring wells, 
: May 31, 200;.. 

302453 - Letter to Sharon Patterson Glen, Esq., Law 
302456 Department, Long Island Railroad, from Ms. Beverly 

Kolenberg, Assistant Regional Counsel, Office of 
Regional Cou:isel, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Enclosed 
Consent for Access to Property, June 14, 2001. 

302457 - Letter to Sharon Patterson Glen, Esq., Law 
302459 Department, Long Island Railroad, from Ms. Beverly 

Kolenberg, Assistant Regional Counsel, Office of 
Regional Counsel, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Request 
for Access for Jackson Steel Superfund Site Work, 
July 16, 2001. 

500185 



P. 3024 60 - Letter to Mr. Robert Mangan, Superintendent, 
302472 Garden City Department of Public Works Department, 

Long Island Railroad, from Ms. Beverly Kolenberg, 
Assistant Regional^Counsel, Office of Regional 
Counsel, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Access for 
Installation of Two Monitoring Wells for Jackson 
Steel Superfund Site, Mineola, New York, July 16, 
2001. 

P. 302473 - Letter to Ms. Beverly Kolenberg, Assistant 
302473 Regional Counsel, Office of Regional Counsel, 

U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Sharon Patterson Glen, 
Esq., Law Department, Long Island, re: Request For 
Access - Jackson Steel Superfund Site, September 
4, 2001. 

P.', 302474 - Letter to Mr. Chris Markin, Asst. ' Superintendent 
302481 of Public Works, from Mr. Andrew B. Judd, 

Hydrogeologist, CH2M Hill, re: Road Opening & 
Monitor Well Permits: MW9M and MWIOM, October 1, 
2001. 

P. 302482 - Letter to Sharon Patterson Glen, Esq., Lav 
302485 Department, Long Island Railroad, from Ms. Beverly 

Kolenberg, Assistant Regional Counsel, Office of 
Regional Counsel, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Fequest 
for Access for Jackson Steel Superfund Site Work, 
October 22, 2001. . 

P. 302486 - Letter to Ms. Loucille Hollis, Risk Manageme.it, 
302488 Metropolitan Transportation Authority, from l\'s. 

Beverly Kolenberg, Assistant Regional Counse], 
Office of Regional Counsel, U.S. EPA, Region 2, 
re: Access from Long Island Railroad, October 25, 
2001. : 

P. 302489 - Facsimile transmittal to Ms. Beverly Kolenberg, 
302491 Assistant Regional Counsel, Office of Regional 

Counsel, U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Mr. Ken 
Rydzewski, Long Island Rail Road, re: Attached 
signed copy of Consent for Access to Property, 
November 19, 2001. 

P. 3024 92 - Letter to Mr. Arthur Smyles fromiMs. Beverly 
302493 Kolenberg, Assistant Regional Counsel, Office of 

Regional Counsel, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Attached 
Consent to Access to Property, February 15, 2002. 

P. 302494 - Consent for Access to Property, Owner: Arthur 
302494 Smyles, Address of Property: 1) 80 Herricks Road, 
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Mineola, New York, and 2) 90 Herricks Road, 
Mineola, New York, February 21, 2002. 

P. 3024 95 - Letter to Mr. Arthur Smyles from Ms. Beverly 
302496 Kolenberg, Assistant Regional Counsel, Office of 

Regional Counsel, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Attached 
Consent to Access to Property, April 29, 2002. 

P. 302497 - Consent for Access to Property, Owner: Arthur 
302497 Smyles, Address of Property: 1) 80 Herricks Road, 

Mineola, New York, and 2) 90 Herricks Road, 
Mineola, New York, April 29, 2002. 

P. 302498 - Memorandum to Ms. Jane M. Kenny, Regional 
302499 Administrator, U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Mr. 

William McCabe for Mr. George Pavlou, Director, 
Emergency and Remedial Response Division, U.S. 
EPA, Region 2, re: Action Memorandum: 
Authorization to Continue Remedial Investigation 
and Feasibility Study Activities at the Jackson 
Steel. Site, Mineola/North Hempstead, Nassau 
County, New York, September 9, 2002. 

P. - 302500 - Letter to Mr. Arthur Smyles from Ms. Beverly 
302502 Kolenberg, Assistant Regional Counsel, Office of 

Regional Ccunsel, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Attached 
Consent to Access to Property, September 17, 2002. 

P. 302503 - Consent for Access to Property, Owner: Arthur 
302504 ^ Smyles, Address of Property: 1) 80 Herricks Road, 

Mineola, New York, and 2) 90 Herricks Road, 
Mineola, New York, September 18, 2002. 

P. 302505 -.. Letter to Mr. Daniel Furrer, Broadwall Management 
302506 -Corp., from Mr. Christos Tsiamis, Project Manager, 

] Central New Y^rk Remediation Section, U.S. EPA, 
; Region 2, re: Enclosed results of indoor air 
.sampling in the Richlee Court building 3 in 
^Mineola, New \ork, March 20, 2003. 

'. I 

P. 302507 - jLetter to Mr. James Garvey, from Mr. Christos 
302508 Tsiamis, Project Manager, Central New York 

Remediation Section, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: 
Enclosed results of indoor air sampling, March 20, 
2003. 

P. 302509 - Letter to Mr. Dennis Hoffman, from Mr. 
302510 Christos Tsiamis, Project Manager, Central New 

York Remediation Section, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: 
Enclosed results of indoor air sampling, March 20, 
2003. 
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P. i. 302511 - Letter to Ms. Bernadette Carr, from Mr. 
302511 Christos Tsiamis, Project Manager, Central New 

York Remediation Section, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: 
Enclosed results of indoor air sampling at the 
former Tutor Time building, March 26, 2003. 

P. 302512 - Letter to Mr. Al Maltese, Sr., from Mr. 
302513 Christos Tsiamis, Project Manager, Central New 

York Remediation Section, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: 
Enclosed results of indoor air sampling at 
Shooters Billiards Hall, Mineola, March 28, 2003. 

P. 302514 - Letter to Stanley J. Sanders, Esq., Sanders, 
302516 Sanders, Block & Woycik, P.C, from Mr. 

Christos Tsiamis, Project Manager, Central New 
York Remediation Section, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: 
Enclosed results of indoor air sampling, March 28, 
2003. 

P. 302517 - Letter to Mr. Christos Tsiamis, Remedial Project 
302521 Manager, U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Ms. Heather 

Bishop, Federal Projects Section, New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation, re: 
Jackson Steel Site, ID# 130095, Draft Remedial 
Investigation Report, dated January 2003, Maich 
31, 2003. (Attachment: Letter to Ms. Heather 
Bishop, New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation, from Ms. Jacquelyn Nealon, Publ.i c 
Health Specialist II, New York State Department of 
Health, re: RI Report, Jackson Steel Site #130'J95, 
Mineola, Nassau County, April 1,- 2003.) 

P. 302522 - Letter to Ms. Heather Bishop, Federal Projects 
302528 Section, New York State Department of 

Environmental Conservation, from Mr. Christos 
Tsiamis, Remedial Project Manager, U.S. EPA, 
Region 2, re: EPA responses to New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation and New 
York State Department of Health's comments on 
draft Remedial Investigation report for Jackson 
Steel site, June 30, 2003. 
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4.0 FEASIBILITY STUDY 

4.3 Feasibility Study Reports 

P. 400001 - Report: Final Feasibility Study Report for the 
400417 Jackson Steel Superfund Site, Mineola, New York, 

prepared by CH2MHill, Inc., prepared for U.S. EPA, 
Region 2, March 2004. 

4.6 Correspondence 

P. 400418 - Memorandum to Mr. Richard Fedigan, New York State 
400419 Department of,Health, Bureau of Environmental 

Exposure Investigation, from Mr. Robert Weitzman, 
P.E., Division of Environmental Health, County, of 
Nassau, re: Draft Feasibility Study Report, 
Jackson Steel Site, 435 First Street, Mineola, NY, 
December 23, 2003. 

P. 400420 - Letter with attachments to Ms. Cynthia Whitfield, 
400425 New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation, from Ms. Jacquelyn Nealon, Public 
Health Spec.'alist II, New York State Department of 
Health, re: Draft FS Report, Jackson Steel Site 
#130095, Min> ola, Nassau County, January 5, 2004. 

P. 400426 - Letter to Mr. Christos Tsiamis, Remedial Project 
400431 •"- Manager, U.S. EPA, - Region 2, from Ms. Cynthia A. 

' Whitfield, P.i ., New York State Department of 
cEnvironmental Conservation, re: Jackson Steel, ' 
^NYSDEC Site 13 )095, USEPA NYD001344456, January 7, 
.2004. 

P. 400432 - 'Letter to Mr. ̂  ichael 0. Leavitt, Administrator, 
400432 U.S. EPA, from.ds. Carolyn McCarthy, U.S. 

Mouse of Represjntatives, re: Time line for 
remediation of '.he Jackson Steel Superfund site, 
February 12, 20C4. 

P. 400433 - Letter to Ms. Cy.ithia A. Whitfield, P.E., New York 
400448' State Department of Environmental Conservation, 

from Mr. Christo.-. Tsiamis, Remedial Project 
Manager, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: EPA responses to 
New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation and New York State Department of 
Health's comments on draft Feasibility Study 
report for the Jackson Steel site, March 24, 2004. 

P. 400449 - Letter to Mr. Edward G. Watkins, Assistant Deputy 
400449 Counsel, New York State Office of Children and 

Family Services, from Mr. Christos Tsiamis, 
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Remedial Project Manager, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: 
EPA's identification and evaluation of remedial 
alternatives for Jackson Steel Site, April 15, 
2004. (No Enclosure). 

400450 - U.S. EPA Office of Congressional and 
400452 Intergovernmental Relations Correspondence Control 

Slip, re: Attached letter to The, Honorable Carolyn 
McCarthy, U.S. House of Representatives, from Mr. 
Michael 0. Leavitt, Administrator, U.S. EPA, re: 
Response to February 12, 2004 letter concerning 
the Jackson Steel Superfund site. May 6, 2004. 

6.0 STATE COORDINATION 

6.3 Correspondence 

P. 600001 - Letter to Mr. Gordon J. Johnson, Deputy Bureau 
600006 Chief, Environmental Protection Bureau, State of 

New York, Office of the Attorney General, from Mr. 
George Pavlou, Director, Emergency and Remedial 
Response Division, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Jackson 
Steel Site and Tutor Time Daycare Center, October 

. 2 1 , 2002. , '- • 

P. 600007 - Letter to Eric Schaaf, Esq., Office of General 
600024 Counsel, U.S. EPA, 'Region 2, from Mr. Gordon J. 

Johnson, Deputy Bureau Chief, Environmental 
Protection Bureau, State of New York, Office of 
the Attorney General, re: Tutor-Time Daycare 
Center, March 6, 2003. 

P. 600025 - Letter to Mr. Christos Tsiamis, Remedial 
600034 Project Manager, U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Mr. 

Edward G. Watkins, Assistant Deputy Counsel, New 
York State Office of Children and Family Services, 
re: Enclosed Learn and Play Stipulation of 
Settlement, October 24, 2003. 

P. 600035 - Letter to Mr. Edward G. Watkins, Assistant Deputy 
600036 Counsel, New York State Office of Children and 

Family Services, from Mr. Christos Tsiamis, 
Remedial Project Manager, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: 
Stipulation of Settlement between New York State 
Office of Children and Family Services and the 
Learn and Play Day Care-Center, November 3, 2003. 
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8.0 HEALTH ASSESSMENTS 

8.1 ATSDR Health Assessments 

P. 800001 - Report: Public Health Assessment for Jackson 
800035 Steel, Hempstead. Nassau County. New York. CERCLIS 

No. NYD001344456. prepared by Department of Health 
& Human Services, Public Health Service, Agency 
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, October 
26, 2000. 

P. 800036 - Memorandum to Mr. Christos Tsiamis, New York 
800119 Remediation Branch, U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Mr. 

Arthur Block, Sr. Regional Representative, Agency 
for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, 
Department of Health & Human Services, re: 
attached March 17, 2004 Public Comment Release 
Public Health Assessment (PHA) for Jackson Steel 
Site, Mineola, Nassau County, NY, April 5, 2004. 

8.3 Correspondence 

P. 800120 - Letter to Ms. Cortny Decker, from Mr. Christos 
800120 'Tsiamis, Project Manager, Central New York 

•Remediation Section, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: ATSDR 
Public Health Assessment for the Jackson Steel 
Superfund Site, March 18, 2002. 

10.0 PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

10.2 Community Relations Plans 

P. 10.00001- Report: Community Involvement Plan, Jackson Steel 
10.00043 Remedial Investig ition and Feasibility Study. 435 

First Street, Min'iola, North Hempstead, Nassau 
County, New York. 11501. prepared by CH2M Hill, 
Inc., prepared foi U.S. EPA, Region 2, November 
2001. 

10.3 Public Notices 

P. 10.00044- Community Update, Jackson Steel Superfund 
10.00045 Site, Mineola, Long Island, NY, prepared by U.S. 

EPA, Region 2, March 2001. 

P. 10.0004 6- Tutor Time Day Care Update, prepared by 
10.00046 U.S. EPA, Region 2, February 2002. 
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p. 10.00047- Tutor Time Day Care Update, prepared by 
10.00048 U.S. EPA, Region 2, May 2002. 

p. 10.0004 9- Superfund Community Update, Jackson Steel 
10.00050 Superfund Site & Former Tutor Time Day Care 

Center, Mineola, New York, prepared by U.S. EPA, 
Region 2, October 2003. 

P. 10.00051- Notice: The United States Environmental Protection 
10.00051 Agency Invites Public Comment on the Proposed 

Remedy for the Jackson Steel Superfund Site. 
Mineola American, July 21, 2004. 

10.6 Fact Sheets and Press Releases 

P. 10.00052- News article: Parents' Fear: A Monster in the. 
10.00054 Playground. New York Times, March 17, 2002. 

P. 10.00055- News article: Day Care Center in Mineola, Parents 
10.00056 Breathing Easier. Newsday, February 29, 2004. 

10.9 Proposed Plan 

P. 10.00057- Superfund Proposed Plan, Jackson Steel Site, 
10.00073 Mineola/North Hempstead, New York prepared by 

U.S. EPA, Region 2, July 2004. 

P. 10.00074- Letter to Mr. Dale'Desnoyers, Director, New York 
10.00075 State Department of Environmental Conservation, 

from Mr. Gary A. Litwin, Director, Bureau of 
Environmental Exposure Investigation, State of New 
York Department of Health, re: Proposed Remedial 
Action Plan, Jackson Steel Site #130095, Mineola, 
Nassau County, July 7, 2004. 

Pi 10.00076- Letter to Mr. George Pavlou, P.E., Director, 
10.00092 Emergency Remedial Response Division, U.S. EPA, 

Region 2, from Mr. Dale A. Desnoyers, Director, 
Division of Environmental Remediation, New York 
State Department of Environmental Conservation, 
re: Enclosed Superfund Proposed Plan, Jackson 
Steel Site, Nassau County, NY Site No. 130095, 
July 8, 2004. 
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p. 10.00093- Email to Mr. Christos Tsiamis, U. S. EPA, Region 
10.00093 2, iayavondggw.dec.state.ny.us; 

cxwhitfi@gw.dec.state.ny.us; 
EEMSJDF@health.co.nassau.ny.us; 
jen02(ghealth. state.ny.us; 
rif01@health.state.ny.us. from Mr. Joel Singerman, 
U. S. EPA, Region 2, re: Jackson Steel Land Use, 
August 11, 2004. 

P. 10.00094- Email to Mr. Christos Tsiamis, U. S. EPA, Region 
10.00094 2, from Mr. Joel Singerman, U. S. EPA, Region 2, 

re: Minor Change to Jackson Steel Remedy in Record 
of Decision, August 11, 2004. 

10.10 Correspondence (FOIA) 

P. 10.00095- Letter to Ms. Elizabeth Conlon, from Mr. Christos 
10.00095 Tsiamis, Project Manager, Central New York 

Remediation Section, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: 
Jackson Steel Superfund site, March 23, 2000. 

P. 10.00096- Letter to Ms. Beverly Kolenberg, Assistant 
10.00097 Regional Counsel, Office of Regional Counsel, 

. • U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Mr. Stanley J. Sanders, 
Sanders, Sanders, Block & Woycik, P.C, re: 435 
First Street, Min2ola, NY, September 20, 2000. 

P. 10.00098- Letter to Mr. Ste^e Siwinski, Village of Mineola, 
10.00098 Building Department, from Ms. Beverly Kolenberg, 

Assistant Regional Counsel, Office of Regional * 
Counsel, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Request for 
Information under freedom of Information Law, 
November 9, 2000, 

P. 10.00099- Letter to Ms. Beverly Kolenberg, Assistant 
10.00100 Regional Counsel, Oifice of Regional Counsel, 

U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Ms. Sasha A. Forman, 
LegaljAssistant, Spellman & Walsh, LLP, re: 435 
First,Street, Mineola, NY, January 8, 2001. 

P. 10.00101- Letter to Ms, Beverly Kolenberg, Assistant 
10.00101 Regional Counsel, Office of Regional Counsel, 

U.S. EPA, Region 2, f.rom Mr. Benjamin J. Truncale, 
Jr., Spellman & Walsh. LLP, re: 435 First Street, 
Mineola, NY, January 9, 2001. 

P. 10.00102- Letter to Ms. Beverly Kolenberg, Assistant 
10.00103 Regional Counsel, Office of Regional Counsel, 

U. S. EPA Region 2, from Mr. Stanley J. Sanders, 
Sanders, Sanders, Block & Woycik, P.C, re: 435 
First Street, Mineola, NY, February 7, 2001. 
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p.. 10.00104- Letter to Mr. Stanley J. Sanders, Sanders, 
10.00105 Sanders, Block & Woycik, P.C, from Ms. Beverly 

Kolenberg, Assistant Regional Counsel, Office of 
Regional Counsel, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Jackson 
Steel Superfund Site, 435 First Street, Mineola, 
NY, February 16, 2001. 

P. 10.00106- Letter to Ms. Ilene Hamp, Regional Manager, Tutor 
10.00106 Time, from Ms. Beverly Kolenberg, Assistant 

Regional Counsel, Office of Regional Counsel, U.S. 
EPA, Region 2, re: 1994 Reports Related to Jackson 
Steel Products, Inc., January 31, 2002. 

P. 10.00107- U.S. EPA Office of Congressional and 
10.00110 Intergovernmental Relations Correspondence Control 

Slip re: Attached letter to Administrators 
Christine Todd Whitman and Jane Kenny, U.S. EPA, 
from Mr. Simon and Ms. Bernadette Carr; Mr. Kevin 
and Ms. Leslie McCarthy; Mr. Gerard and Ms. Lisa 
Maher, and Mr. Joseph and Ms. Barbara Punturo, In 
Defense of Our Children, re: Contamination 
Exposure of Children at Tutor Time Facility 
Located at 80 Herricks Road, Mineola, NY, March 9, 
2002. 

P. 10.00111- Letter to Ms. Jane Kenny, EPA Regional Director, 
10.00111 from Ms. Carolyn McCarthy, Member of Congress, re: 

Concern about lack of response about the Jackson 
Steel Superfund Site, April 5, 2002. 

P. 10.00112- Letter to EPA Administrator Whitman from Mr. Peter 
10.00121 and Ms. Maritza Paternostro, re: Environmental 

Contamination at the Tutor Time Day Care Center, 
Mineola, New York, April 16, 2002. 

P. 10.00122- Letter to Mr. and Mrs. Simon Carr; Mr. and Mrs. 
10.00125 Kevin McCarthy; Mr. and Mrs, Gerard Maher, and Mr. 

and Mrs. Joseph Punturo, In Defense of Our 
Children, from Mr. Richard L. Caspe, P.E,, 
Director, Emergency and Remedial Response 
Division, U,S, EPA, Region 2, re: Reply to March 
9, 2002 letter regarding the Tutor Time day care 
facility, April 18, 2002. 

P. 10.00126- Letter to Mr. Smyles from Ms. Nicole Seltzer, 
10.00139 Community Involvement Coordinator, U.S. EPA, 

Region 2, re: Attached results of air sampling in 
the Tutor Time daycare facility and the Shooters 
Billiards Club, April 22, 2002. 
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10.00140- Letter to Mr. Sanders from Ms. Nicole Seltzer, 
10.00145 Community Involvement Coordinator, U.S. EPA, 

Region 2, re: Attached results of air sampling in 
the Sanders, Sanders, Block & Woycik office, April 
22, 2002. 

10.00146- Letter to Honorable Carolyn McCarthy, U.S. House 
10.00148 of Representatives, from Ms. Jane M. Kenny, 

Regional Administrator, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: 
Response to April 5, 2002 letter and followup to 
the April 23, 2002 meeting concerning the Jackson 
Steel Superfund site and the Tutor Time day care 
facility, April 30, 2002. 

10.00149- Letter to Mr. and Mrs. Peter Paternostro from Mr. 
10.00151 Richard L. Caspe, P.E., Director, Emergency and 

Remedial Response Division, U.S, EPA, Region 2, 
re: Response to letter regarding the Tutor Time 
day care facility. May 6, 2002, 

10.00152- Letter to Beverly Kolenberg, Esq., Assistant 
10.00152 Regional Counsel, U.S. EPA, Region 2, from Stanley 

J. Sanders, Esq., Sanders, Sanders, Block & 
Woycik, P.C, re: 135 First Street, Mineola, NY, 
June 28, 2002. 

10.00153- Letter to Stanley J, Sanders, Esq., Sanders, 
10.00153 Sanders, Block & Woycik, P,C,, from Beverly 

Kolenberg, Esq,, Assistant Regional Counsel, U,S. 
EPA, Region 2, re: Response to July 23 letter 
related to the formei Tutor Time Building, 
Mineola, NY, July 30, 2002. 

10.00154- Letter to Mr. Arthur 5myles from Mr. Christos 
10.00168 Tsiamis, Project Manaijer, Central New York 

Remediation Section,. U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: 
Enclosed summary page for the indoor air sampling 
data of the building formerly occupied by Tutor 
Time, September 16, 20i)2. 

10.00169- U.S. EPA Office of Congressional and 
10.00174 Intergovernmental Relations Correspondence Control 

Slip, re: Attached lettsr to The Honorable Carolyn 
McCarthy, U.S. House bf Representatives, from 
Administrator Christine Todd Whitman, regarding 
response to August 13, 2002 letter concerning the 
Jackson Steel Superfund site and the former Tutor 
Time day care facility, September 18, 2002. 
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p. 10.00175- Facsimile to Mr. Peter Brandt, U.S. EPA, 
10.00179 Region 2, from Ms, Issleen Robinson, U.S, EPA, 

re: Enclosed copy of letter Suzanne Wells spoke 
about. May 22, 2003. 

P. 10.00180- Letter to The Honorable Michael Leavitt, 
10.00181 Administrator, U.S. EPA, from Ms. Carolyn 

McCarthy, Member of Congress, re: Application of 
Arthur Smyles to operate a child care center at 80 
Herricks Road in Mineola as Learn and Play, 
December 12, 2003. 

P. 10.00182- Letter to The Honorable Carolyn McCarthy, U.S. 
10.00183 House of Representatives, from Ms. Jane M. Kenny, 

Administrator, U.S. EPA, Region 2, re: Response to 
December 12, 2003 letter to Administrator Michael 
0. Leavitt concerning Stipulation of Settlement 
between the New York Office of Children and Family 
Services and Arthur Smyles, December 30, 2003. 

11.0 TECHNICAL SOURCES AND GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS 

11.3 State Guidance 

P. 11.00001- Fact Sheet: Tetrachloroethene (PERC) In Indoor and 
11.00005 Outdoor Air, prepared by New York State Department 

of Health, October, 1997. 
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New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
Division of Environmental Remediation, 12*̂  Floor 
625 Broadway, Albany, New York 12233-7011 
Phone:(518)402-9706 • FAX: (518)402-9020 
Website: www.dec.state.ny.us Erin M. Crotty 

Connmissioner 

SEP 1 7 2004 

Mr. George Pavlou 
Director 
Emergency Remedial Response Division 
United States Envirorunental Protection Agency 
Region II 
290 Broadway, IP"̂  Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 

Re: Superfund Record of Decision 
Jackson Steel Site, Nassau County 
NY Site No. 130095 

Dear Mr. Pavlou: 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, in conjunction with the 
New York State Department of Health, has reviewed the Proposed Record of Decision for the 
Jackson Steel Site and finds it acceptable. 

If you have any questions, please contact Dr. Chittibabu Vasudevan, of my staff, at (518) 
402-9625. 

D ^ y?S&fendyb»-' JV^ 
Director \ | 
Division of Environmental Remediation 

cc: J. LaPadula, USEPA 
G. Litwin / R. Fedigan, NYSDOH 
J. DeFranco, NCHD 
W. Parish, Region 1, Stoney Brook 
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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 
FOR THE 

JACKSON STEEL SUPERFUND SITE 
MINEOLA, NASSAU COUNTY, NEW YORK 

INTRODUCTION 

This Responsiveness Summary provides a summary of citizens' comments and concerns 
reoeived during the public comment period related to the Jackson Steel site (Site) remedial 
investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) and the Proposed Plan, and provides the 
responses of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to those comments and 
concerns. All comments summarized in this document have been considered in EPA's 
final decision in the selection of a remedy to address the contamination at the Site. 

SUMMARY OF COMMUNITY RELATIONS ACTIVITIES 

The RI/FS report describes the nature and extent of the contamination at and emanating 
from the Site and evaluates remedial alternatives to address this contamination. The 
Proposed Plan identifies EPA and the New York State Department of Environmental 
Conservation's (NYSDEC's) preferred remedy and the basis for that preference. These 
documents were made available to the public in both the Administrative Record and 
information repositories maintained at the EPA Docket Room in the Region II New York 
City office, at the Village of Mineola Hall, located at 155 Washington Avenue, Mineola, New 
York, at the Garden City Public Library located at 60 Seventh Street, Garden City, New 
York, and at the Town of North Hempstead Hall, located at 200 Plandome Road, 
Manhasset, New York. A notice of the commencement of the public comment period, the 
public meeting date, the preferred remedy, contact infomiation, and the availability of 
above-referenced documents was published in the Mineola American on July 21, 2004. 
The public comment period opened on July 22, 2004. EPA held a public meeting on 
August 10, 2004 at 7:00 P.M. at the Village of Mineola City Hall to present the findings of 
the RI/FS and to answer questions from the public about the Site and the remedial 
alternatives under consideration. Approximately 20 people, including residents, local 
business people, media, and state and local government officials, attended the public 
meeting. On the basis of three letters received during the public comment pehod and 
comments received at the public meeting, the public generally supports the selected 
remedy. Public comment was related to the availability of funding, source of Superfund 
monies, Site redevelopment, reimbursement of water supply treatment expenses, water 
supply complaint. Site risks, contaminant migration, Site remediation and monitoring, and 
liability. Responses to the written comments received during the public comment period 
and to comments received at the public meeting are summarized below. 

V-1 
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OVERVIEW 

The public, generally, supports the preferred remedy, which includes: 

• Excavation of the surface soils located near the building which are contaminated with 
volatile organic compounds (VOCs), semi-volatile organic compounds, pesticides and 
metals and excavation of the contents of the two dry wells and sump located outside 
the building and the dry well, sumps, and trench located inside the building. 
Confirmatory sampling will be conducted to ensure that all contaminated soils above 
the cleanup objectives have been removed. The excavated areas will be backfilled with 
clean fill and previously paved areas will be repaved. All excavated material will be 
characterized and transported for treatment and/or disposal at an off-Site Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)-compliant facility. 

• Treatment of the VOC-contaminated unsaturated subsurface soils using in-situ vapor 
extraction in on-Site source areas and underneath two adjacent affected buildings. The 
extracted vapors will be treated by granular activated carbon and/or other appropriate 
technologies before being vented to the atmosphere. Post-treatment confirmatory soil 
samples will be collected to ensure that the unsaturated subsurface soil source area 
has been effectively treated to meet the cleanup objectives. 

• Decontamination of the building floor through v;icuuming and power washing. All 
vacuumed dust and wash water will be transported for treatment and/or disposal at an 
off-Site RCRA-compliant facility. 

• In-situ treatment of the contaminated groundwater i i the upper aquifer in the source 
area with an oxidizing agent, such as potassium pern anganate, hydrogen peroxide, or 
ozone/air. The oxidizing agent will transform the \IOZs into less toxic compounds or 
to carbon dioxide, and water. The exact configuration. ind number of injection wells will 
be determined during the remedial design. The syster i will be operated until state and 
federal groundwater standards are attained in the gro jndwater. 

• Collection of the contaminated groundwater in the low jr aquifer with extraction wells 
if confirmatory sampling during the remedial design phase indicates that the Site is the 
source of the contamination. The size of a groundwater extraction system in the lower 
aquifer will be defined during the design phase based upon whether or not 
contamination from the Site is impacting or potentially impacting the aquifer at off-
property locations. 

• If contaminated groundwater is extracted from the lower aquifer, treatment of the water 
at an on-Site facility by air stripping, carbon adsorption, and methods appropriate for 
treatment of metals. The treated water will be reinjected into the aquifer. 

• In consultation with NYSDEC, the extent of the off-property groundwater contamination 
and its potential impact on the public water supply wells will be determined during the 
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remedial design phase. Based on the evaluation of off-property groundwater data that 
will be collected, if it is determined that site-related contamination is affecting the 
aquifer, the selected remedy will be expanded, as necessary, to include the off-property 
groundwater contamination and its potential impacts on the public water supply wells. 

• Long-term groundwater monitoring to verify that the concentrations and the extent of 
groundwater contaminants are declining, that the remedies remain effective and public 
water supplies are protected. The frequency and parameters of sampling and the 
location of any additional monitoring wells will be determined during the design phase. 

Bench- and pilot-scale treatability studies and groundwater modeling will be performed to 
optimize the effectiveness of the injection system and to determine optimum installation 
locations for the injection-well poihts. 

SUMMARY OF COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

A summary of the comments provided at the public meeting and in writing, as well as 
EPA's responses to them, are provided below. The comments and responses have been 
organized into the following topics: 

Availability of Funding 
Source of Superfund Monies 
Site Redevelopment Time Frame 
Reimbursement of Water Supply Treatment Expenses 
Water Supply Complaint 
Site Risks ' 
Contaminant Migration | 
Site Remediation and Monitoring 
Liability . ' 

Availability of Funding 

Comment #1: Several commentei's expressed concern about the availability of funds for 
the project. One commenter suggested that if federal funds are not available, New York 
State should provide monies. 

Response #1: EPA currently has money set aside for soil vapor extraction and 
groundwater oxidation pilot-scale treatability studies, a supplemental groundwater 
investigation in the lower aquifer, and the design of the remedy. The project will, need to 
go before a national EPA panel for prioritization for construction funding, based on the 
Site's relative risk to human health and the environment, with all other new construction 
projects. If federal funds cannot be obtained for any part of the selected remedy, EPA will 
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explore other funding options with New York State. 

Comment #2: A commenter asked whether or not a site's Hazard Ranking System (HRS) 
ranking has a bearing on the availability of funding for a site. 

Response #2: The HRS is the principal mechanism EPA uses to place uncontrolled waste 
sites on the Superfund National Priorities List. It is a numerically-based screening system 
that uses information from initial, limited investigations to assess the relative potential of 
sites to pose a threat to human health or the environment. HRS scores do not determine 
the priority in funding investigations or response actions because the information collected 
to develop HRS scores is not sufficient to determine either the extent of contamination or 
the appropriate response for a particular site. 

Source of Superfund Monies 

Comment #3: A commenter asked that the source of the Superfund moniessbe identified. 

Response #3: When the Superfund law was passed in 1980, it provided a federal fund to 
be used in the cleanup of uncontrolled and abandoned hazardous waste sites, and for 
responding to emergencies involving hazardous substances. The source of the fund was 
a tax on the chemical industry. The Superfund program has become dependent on the 
federal government's annual budgeting process since the tax on the chemical industry 
expired in 1995. t 

Site Redevelopment Time Frame 

Comment #4: Nassau County and the Village of Mineoi i both expressed interest in 
developing the Jackson Steel property. Representatives of b Dth governments asked about 
the time frame that the Site would be available for development. 

/: 

Response #4: Once the building is decontaminated and the ::ontents of the dry wells, the 
sumps and trench inside the building, and the contaminated :'.urface soils are excavated, 
the existing building and the parking area could be utilized. Intrusive activities, such as 
demolishing the building or new construction, should not be performed until the subsurface 
soil and upper aquifer are remediated in an estimated 2 years (after the treatability studies 
and design work are completed and depdnding the availability of construction funding). 
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Reimbursement of Water Supply Treatment Expenses 

Comment #5: The Mayor of the Village of Mineola expressed concern about the financial 
burden that the Jackson Steel site has placed upon it, primarily, due to the expenses that 
it has incurred related to the installation, maintenance, and operation of treatment on its 
water supply system. A request was made that Superfund be used to reimburse the 
Village for its expenditures. 

Response #5: Whether or not the Jackson Steel site is a source or potential source of 
contamination to Village of Mineola supply well #4 and Garden City Village supply well #12 
(which are located within a half-mile radius of the Site) will be detemiined during a 
supplemental investigation that will be performed during the remedial design phase. 

Even if the Jackson Steel site is found to be the source of the contamination in the Village's 
water supply, the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability 
Act and the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan do not 
give EPA the authority to reimburse municipalities for expenses incurred in the treatment 
of contaminated drinking water. 

Water Supply Complaint 

Comment #6: A commenter indicated that years ago, the drinking water tasted good. 
Presently, the water no longer tastes good. The commenter wanted to know whether or 
not this change in taste could be attributable to contamination from the Site. 

Response #6: EPA does not believe that the taste in the water is attributable to 
contamination from the Site. 

Contaminant Migration 

Comment #7: A commenter expressed concern about the potential for the migration of 
contamination to the surrounding residential areas. Another commenter asked whether 
or not soil, air, and groundwater samples were collected in areas surrounding the Site to 
ascertain whether or not such migration had occurred. 

Response #7: Since three dry wells are located on-Site, it is believed that wastes were 
disposed of at these locations, rather than off-Site areas. In addition, the majority of the 
Site is covered by the building and paved areas and the small areas of unpaved soil are 
generally covered by grass, weeds, and small trees, which would minimize wind 
entrainment of surface soil particles and precipitation is directed to the dry wells. 
Therefore, it is unlikely that any surface disposal would have resulted in the migration of 
contaminants off-Site. Based on this understanding of the features and historical use of 
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the Site, off-Site soil samples were only collected from the former billiards parlor's parking 
lot. Levels found in these soils did not exceed the clean up objectives and do not pose an 
unacceptable risk. 

EPA collected air samples from the Jackson Steel building, the former day care building, 
the former billiards club building, and other nearby business and residential buildings. 
Levels of tetrachloroethylene (PCE) above the New York State Department of Health 
guideline for indoor air exposure were detected only in the former day care and former 
billiards club buildings. Afterthe installation of ventilation systems and vacuum extraction 
systems under the concrete slab of both buildings, samples taken to assess the 
effectiveness of the measures showed that the PCE levels in the air were significantly 
below the New York State Department of Health (NYSDOH). guideline for indoor air 
exposure and below EPA's risk-based level of concern. 

Sampling results indicate that the groundwater is contaminated. Since the area is served 
by municipal water, it is not likely that the groundwater underlying the property or in the 
surrounding residential areas will be used for potable purposes in the foreseeable future. 
Although Village of Mineola supply well #4 and Garden City Village supply well #12 are 
contaminated, the water is treated before distribution. Since there is no current route of 
exposure to the contaminated groundwater, the groundwater does not pose a current 
threat. 

Comment #8: A commenter asked whettier or not the higher evels of contamination in the 
lower aquifer imply that migration from the upper aquifer hai occurred. 

Response #8: On-Site, the levels of contaminants in the ^00-foot deep silt and clay 
confining layer (located between the upper and lower aquifei >) are less than the levels 
found in the upper aquifer and the levels df contaminants in th ) lower aquifer are greater 
than the levels found in the confining layer.These sampling res jIts suggest that although 
the contamination in the groundwater in the upper aquifer £ id in the confining layer 
appears to be the direct result of contamination migrating vert cally downward from the 
Site, the groundwater in the lower aquifer might be impacted by an upgradient (non-Site-
related) source or sources. 

Site Risks 
> 

Comment #9: A commenter asked whether or not prior Site-related exposures, such as 
drinking contaminated groundwater, are taken into consideration i.i the analysis of public 
health risk. 

Response #9: Superfund risk assessments look at current and hypothetical future risks. 
An assessment of risk from prior exposure cannot be easily assessed. 
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Comment #10: A commenter asked whether or not health risks would increase if actions 
are not taken at the Site. 

Response #10: A risk assessment is conducted at all Superfund sites under baseline 
conditions (e.g., in the absence of any remediation). The results of the risk assessment 
indicate that the Site may present an unacceptable noncancer hazard and an increased 
cancer risk to a future adult industrial worker. The risks are mainly associated with 
exposures to groundwater and soil vapor. Also, a worker exposed to dust from the building 
floor represents an unacceptable cancer risk and noncancer hazard. 

Comment #11: A commenter asked how one determines safe levels for particular 
chemicals. 

Response #11: The EPA risk assessment involves an evaluation of exposures to the 
reasonably maximally exposed (RME) individual who may come in contact with the Site 
and the toxicity of the individual chemicals found at the Site. Evaluation of exposure 
included a trespasser. Site worker, and future construction worker. The evaluation used 
exposure assumptions which are detailed in the risk assessment (e.g., forthe adult worker 
it was assumed that they would be exposed 250 days per years for 25 years through 
ingestion of soil and dermal contact). 

For toxicity assessments, EPA uses the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS), an 
electronic database containing information on human health effects that may result from 
exposure to various chemicals in the environment. IRIS may be accessed on the Internet 
atwww.epa.gov/iris. 

To calculate a "safe level" for a particular chemical, EPA uses specific exposure 
assumptions for the RME individual and the chemicals' toxicity information from IRIS. 
Details regarding the calculations are available in the risk assessment. 

Comment #12: A commenter noted that the Proposed Plan states that exposure of future 
oh-Site workers to vapors from the groundwater would present an unacceptable risk. The 
commenter asked whether or not vapors from the groundwater would present a risk to 
nearby residents. 

Response #12: Under a future industrial or commercial use scenario, the inhalation of 
vapors from the groundwater would present an unacceptable risk to on-Site workers if the 
groundwater is extracted from an on-Site well. Since area residents and businesses do 
not use private wells, this is not a likely scenario. 

As was noted above, EPA collected air samples from the Jackson Steel building, the 
former day care building, the former billiards club building, and other nearby business and 
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residential buildings. Levels of PCE above the NYSDOH guideline for indoor air exposure 
were detected only in the former day care and former billiards club buildings. 

Should the former day-care center or former billiards parlor buildings be occupied during 
the course of the remediation, monitoring to assure that no unacceptable vapor exposure 
takes place would be instituted. In addition, outdoor air monitoring will be conducted at the 
Site during all intrusive work. 

Comment #13: A commenter asked whether the Site poses a risk to trespassers and 
nearby residents. 

Response #13: Since the Site is currently an inactive facility, the most likely potential 
current receptor is a trespasser, who is assumed to be 9 to 18 years of age. This receptor 
would be exposed through inhalation of, dermal contact with, and ingestion of surface soil. 
A baseline human health risk assessment was performed to estimate the risks that the Site 
would pose if no action were taken to control or mitigate releases of hazardous 
substances. In this baseline risk assessment, it was assumed that the trespasser would 
spend a maximum of 2 hours at the Site, 1 day per week for a total of 52 days per year for 
9 years. The results of the baseline risk assessment indicate that in its current condition, 
the Site does not present hazards or increased cancer riski above EPA's risk range to 
trespassers. Since there is no current direct route of exposure to non-trespassing 
residents, the Site does not present hazards or increased canctr risks under this scenario 
either. 

Site Remediation and Monitoring 

Comment #14: A commenter inquired as to the effect that the Siis clean up will have on 
the health and daily living of the surrounding residents. • 

Response #14: The clean up of the Site will be performed in a man ler which will minimize 
impacts on those living and working near the Site. To prevent disturbing the neighbors 
during the evening hours, all work will be conducted at the Site during normal business 
hours. Treatment units will be placed inside the building and/or baffled to reduce noise. 
Dust suppression methods will be employed during on-Site excava.ion activities and air 
monitoring will be conducted during all on-Site activities which might produce dust or 
volatile organic emissions. If unacceptable air emissions are detected, corrective 
measures would be put into place. 

An EPA-approved health and safety plan for on-Site workers and the surrounding area, 
which will detail monitoring and corrective measures, would be developed prior to 
commencement of on-Site work. 
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Comment #15: A commenter asked whether or not EPA would continue to monitor the 
Site afterthe remedy is implemented. 

Response #15: Monitoring will be used to track the effectiveness of the treatment 
components of the remedy and will be used to determine when the soil and groundwater 
clean up levels have been reached. Once it has been determined that the soil and 
groundwater no longer poses a threat to public health or the environment, there would be 
no need to continue to monitor the Site. 

Liability 

Comment #16: A commenter asked about the property owner's liability and whether a 
claim could be made against the Jackson Steel Products' insurance company. 

Response #16: Under the Superfund law, those that generated, transported, treated. 
Stored, or disposed of hazardous substances are liable for the cost of investigating and 
cleaning up hazardous waste sites. Before EPA spends public funds at a Superfund site, 
it looks for viable responsible parties. The owner of record on the deed for the subject 
property is a dissolved realty corporation. The property was abandoned by Jackson Steel 
Products in 1991. EPA has no information about insurance policies that would cover any 
of the costs of study or the remedy for the Jackson Steel Superfund site. 
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Superfund Proposed Plan 

Jackson Steel Site 
Mineola/North Hempstead, New York 

^EPA 
Region 2 Julv 2004 

PURPOSE OF PROPOSED PLAN 

This Proposed Plan describes the remedial alternatives considered for 
the contaminated soil, soil vapor, and groundwater at the Jackson Steel 
Superfund site, and identifies the preferred remedy with the rationale for 

this preference. The Proposed Plan was developed by the U.S, 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in consultation with the New York 
State Departmentof Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), EPA is issuing 
this Proposed Plan as part of its public participation responsibilities under 
Section 117(a) of the Comprehensive Environmental Response, 
Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) of 1980, as amended, and 
Sections 300,430(f) and 300,435(c) of the National Oil and Hazardous 
Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), the alternatives summarized 
here are described in the March 2004 Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
(RI/FS)\ Report, EPA and the NYSDEC encourage the public to review these 
documents to gain a more comprehensive understanding of the site and 
Superfund activities that have been conducted at the site. 

This Proposed Plan is being provided as a supplement to the RI/FS report to 
inform the public of EPA's and NYSDEC's preferred remedy and to solicit 
public comments pertaining to all of the remedial alternatives evaluated, 
including the preferred soil and groundwater alternatives. EPA's preferred 
soil and soil vapor remedy consists of in-situ soil vapor extraction (ISVE)^ for 
subsurface soils contaminated with volatile organic compounds (VOCs) and 
excavation and off-site disposal for the contents of the dry wells, the trench 
and sumps inside the building, and surface soils contaminated with VOCs, 
semi-volatile organic compounds (SVOCs), pesticides, and metals. In 
addition, the building floor would be decontaminated. To address the 
contaminated groundwater, EPA's preferred remedy is in-situ chemical 
treatment of the contaminated upper aquifer in the source area and extraction 
and treatment of the contaminated lower aquifer. In consultation with 
NYSDEC, the extent of the off-site groundwater contamination and its 
potential impact on the public water supply wells would be determined during 
the remedial design phase. Based on the evaluation of off-site groundwater 
data that would be collected, if it is determined that site-related contamination 
is affecting the aquifer, the proposed remedy would be expanded, as 
necessary, to include the off-site groundwater contamination and its potential 
impacts on the public water supply wells. ; 

The remedy described in this Proposed Plan is the preferred remedy for the 
site. Changes to the preferred remedy, or a change from the preferred 
remedy to another remedy, may be made if public comments or additional 
data indicate that such a change will result in a more appropriate remedial 
action. The final decision regarding the selected remedy will be made after 
EPA has taken into consideration all public comments. EPA is soliciting 
public comment on all of the alternatives considered in the Proposed Plan 
and in the detailed analysis section of the RI/FS report because EPA and 
NYSDEC may select a remedy other than the preferred remedy. 

An RI/FS determines the nature and extent of the contamination at and 
emanating from a site and identifies and evaluates remedial alternatives. 

MARK YOUR CALENDAR 

July 22, 2004 - August 21, 
2004: Public comment period on 
the Proposed Plan. 

August 10, 2004 at 7:00 P.M.: 
Public meeting at the Mineola 
Village Hall, Gymnasium, 155 
Washington Avenue, Mineola, 
New York 11501, 516-746-0750. 

COMMUNITY ROLE IN SELECTION 
PROCESS 

EPA and NYSDEC rely on public input 
to ensure that the concerns of the 
community are considered in selecting 
an effective remedy for each 
Superfund site. To this erjd, the RI/FS 
report and this Proposed Plan have 
been made available to the public for a 
public comment period which begins 
on July 22, 2004 and concludes on 
August 21, 2004. 

A public meeting will be held during the 
public comment period at the Mineola 
Village Hall Gymnasium on August 10, 
2004 at 7:00 p.m. to present the 
conclusions of the RI/FS, to elaborate 
further on the reasons for 
recommending the preferred remedy, 
and to receive public comments. 

Comments received at the public 
meeting, as well as written comments, 
will be documented in the Responsive
ness Summary Section of the Record 
of Decision (ROD), the document 
which formalizes the selection of the 
remedy. 
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INFORMATION REPOSITORIES 

Copies of the Proposed Plan and supporting docu
mentation are available at the following information 
repositories: 

Town of North Hempstead 
200 Plandome Road 
Manhasset, NY 11030 
516-489-5000 

Hours: Monday - Friday, 8:15 A.M. - 4:00 P.M. 

Garden CKy Public Library 
60 Seventh Street 
Garden City, NY 11530 
516-742-8405 

Hours: Monday - Thursday, 9:30 A,M. - 9:00 P.M. 
Friday, 9:30 A,M. - 5:30 P.M. 
Saturday, 9:00 A.M, - 5:00 P,M. 
Sunday, 1:00 P.M. - 5:00 P.M. 

Village of Mineola Hall 
155 Washington Avenue 
Mineola, NY 11501 
516-746-0750 

Hours: Monday - Friday, 8:30 A.M, - 4:00 P,M, 

USEPA-Region II 
Superfund Records Center 
290 Broadway, 18th Floor 
New York, New York 10007-1866 
(212) 637w4308 

Hours: Monday - Friday, 9:00 A,M. - 5:00 P.M, 

Written comments on this Proposed Plan should l>e 
addressed to: 

Joel Singerman, Chief 
Central New York Remediation Section 
U,S, Environmental Protection Agency 

290 Broadway, 20th Floor 
New York. New York 10007-1866 

Telefax: (212)637-3966 
Internet: singerman.joel@epa.gov 

SCOPE AND ROLE OF ACTION 

The primary objectives of this action are to remediate the 
source of contamination at the site, reduce and minimize the 
potential for soil vapor intrusion, reduce and minimize tlie 
EPA Region II - July 2004 

• downward migration of contaminants to the aquifer, restore 
groundwater quality, and minimize any potential future 
health and environmental impacts. 

SITE BACKGROUND 

Site Description 

The site includes a parcel of property located at 435 First 
Street in Mineola, North Hempstead, Nassau County, New 
York in a residential/light commercial area, (See Figure 1 
for a site plan,) The 1,5-acre property contains a one-story 
43,000-square-foot former metal-fonning facility and an 
approximately 10,000-square foot paved parking area. The 
building consists of two sections—the original building, 
constructed in 1959, is located closest to First Street, and 
the back section, which was added in 1963. The former 
office space is located along the north wall, and a loading 
dock is located in the southwest comer of the front section 
of the building. The building is currently inactive and 
predominantly empty, except for miscellaneous small 
equipment and supplies abandoned by interim tenants of the 
building. An old vertical aboveground storage tank—possibly 
used to store degreasing substances—is situated in the 
front section of the building next to the fonner offices. A 
trench is located in the floor along the inside western wall of 
the building extension, above which a degreasing station is 

' suspected to have beet: located. Two sumps are located in 
the front section of the building behind the former office 
Ipace, One sump is loca ed under the heater and the other 
^t\B is located along the eastern wall of the main building. 
A^third sump is located oi tside the building, near the main 
entrance, 

A fence extends along the southem border of .the parking 
area and separates the Jacî  >on Steel site from the adjacent 
former billiards parior. A nar 3w strip of unpaved soil is also 
located along the east wall of the building, between the 
building and the wooden fenc) separating the Jackson Steel 
property from the adjacent a artment complex. 

Subsurface features include two dry wells designed to 
collect stormwater runoff loca 3d under the parking area to 
the west of the building and a inird dry well is located under 
the loading dock area. 

The site is bordered to the north by residential, single-family 
dwellings, to the east by multipl !-family dwellings in a two-
story apartment complex, to the i.outh by the former billiards 
parior and a building that housed a daycare center until April 
2002, and to the west by an office building and restaurant 
and the predominantiy commercial properties along Herricks 
Road, 

The local topography surrounding the site consists of 
relatively flat terrain, with gentle changes in elevation that 
typically do not exceed twenty feet of vertical relief. The site 
itself is fiat with no discernable change in topography, and 
has an elevation of 146-148 feet above mean sea level. 
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Village of Mineola supply well #4 and Garden City Village 
supply well #12 are located within a half-mile radiu^ of the 
site (east-southeast or sidegradient of the property). 

There are no private wells in the area. Area residents utilize 
municipal water. 

The property, which has been used for industrial/commercial 
purposes since it was constructed, has been zoned for a 
number of different uses through the past several decades. 
The property is presently zoned B-1 for business use as 
retail or office space. According to the Village of Mineola's 
Department of Planning and Development, it is not 
anticipated that the land use will change in the future. 

Site Geoloav/Hydroaeoloav 

Surface soils at the site are Upper Pleistocene Deposits, 
which are commonly referred to by the name of the 
hydrogeologic unit that they form, the Upper Glacial Aquifer. 
This Upper Glacial unit consists, predominantly, of varying 
consistencies of intermixed-to-interbedded, brown-orange-
yellow sands and gravels to a depth of approximately 105 
feet bgs. Some silts were observed, mainly near the ground 
surface, but also in smaller quantities deeper in the 
formation and in minor lenses throughout. Little or no clay 
was observed. 

Groundwater beneath the site occurs within the overburden 
silty sand of the Upper Glacial Aquifer. The depth to 
groundwater is approximately fifty feet bgs. 

At approximately 105 feet bgs, the top of the Magothy 
Formation is encountered. The top of the formation (the 
Magothy Confining Bed) consists of characteristic fine-to-
medium sands interbedded with clay and sandy-silty clay, 
with gray coloration, and the presence of organic lignite 
(wood) fragments. The Magothy Confining Bed appears to 
be a localized occurrence overlying the Magothy Aquifer in 
the vicinity of the Jackson Steel site. Its observed thickness 
at the site was approximately 296 feet. This thickness 
decreases significantly over a relatively short lateral distance 
to the northeast (approximately 600 feet) to 42 feet thick. Its 
thickness decreases to approximately 167 feet 
approximately 600 feet southwest of the site. 

The silty clay of the Magothy Confining Bed is believed to be 
a semi-confining layer effectively separating the Upper 
Glacial Aquifer and the Magothy Formation. 

The groundwater flow in the Upper Glacial and Magothy 
Aquifers is to the southwest. 

Property History 

The property was used from the mid-1970s until 1991 as a 
"roll form metal shapes" manufacturing facility. Degreasers, 
including tetrachloroethylene (PCE), trichloroethylene (TCE), 
and 1,1,1-trichloroethane (TCA), were used at the facility 
until 1985, Sludges from degreasing equipment were stored 
in drums and in an on-site 275-gallon tank. 

EPA Region II - July 2004 

The analytical results from samples collected by the Nassau 
County Department of Health in the early 1990s from within, 
around, and below three on-site dry wells indicated the 
presence of PCE, TCE, 1,1,1-TCA, 1,2-dichloroethylene 
(DCE), and 1,1 -dichloroethane (DCA) at depths down to 40 
feet below the ground surface. PCE, TCE, 1,1,1-TCA, 
1,2-DCE, and 1,1-DCA were also detected in groundwater 
samples collected from monitoring wells located 
downgradient of the dry wells. 

Dumping of wastes into the dry wells, spills, and leaks 
during the facility's operations and from drums storing 
various chemicals are the likely sources of the 
contamination found at the site. 

In October 1999, the site was proposed for placement on 
EPA's Superfund National Priorities List (NPL). On 
February 4, 2000, the site was listed on the NPL. 

EPA initiated a search to identify Potentially Responsible 
Parties (PRPs) in January 2000. Viable PRPs have not 
been found. 

Following commencement of field work in October 2001. 
because of concerns about the proximity of the site to a 
daycare center, the Nassau County Health Department 
performed air sampling inside the building. The air samples 
detected PCE at levels t elow the Health Department's 
guideline for indoor PCE e,:posure. The levels were also 
within EPA's acceptable cant er and non-cancer risk ranges. 
Given the sensitivity of the P' ipulation exposed (preschool 
children), the Health Dep; rtment collected additional 
samples in mid-December 20C1. At that time, indoor testing 
was also conducted inside thi Jackson Steel building and 
a restaurant located adjacent tu the site. The results, which 
were received in mid-January 2002, indicate.d that PCE 
levels in the indoor air of several rooms in the daycare 
facility were above the Health I lepartment's guideline for 
indoor PCE exposure. In adcition, the maximum level 
exceed^ EPA's acceptable ncii-cancer risk level. Low 
levels o f f C E were detected In he air samples from the 
Jackson^Steel building and the restaurant. After receiving 
the daycare center's results, EP/ '3 emergency response 
team installed a vacuum extrac tion system under the 
concrete slab of the building to pi.=ivent any contaminants 
from enterjng the building in case tl le soil and groundwater 
under the building are the source. In addition, in order to 
provide fresh air circulation in the building, a ventilation 
system was installed by the dayca e center's contractor. 
Samples taJsen to assess the effec tiveness of the above 
measures showed that the PCE l-3vels in the air were 
significantly below the New York State Health Department 
guideline and below EPA's acceptable non-cancer risk 
levels. 

Because elevated PCE levels were detected in a billiards 
club which shared common walls with the Jackson Steel site 
building and the former daycare facility, EPA installed a 
vacuum extraction system under the concrete slab of the 
billiards club building. Also, a ventilation system was 
installed. 

500213 
Page 4 



£ • Superfund Proposed Plan Jackson Steel Site 

"'" -î  
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RESULTS OF THE REMEDIAL INVESTIGATION 

Sampling for the RI was conducted from October 2001 to 
August 2002. The results of the RI are summarized below. 

Soil 

Soils at the Jackson Steel site were sampled at 33 locations. 
Ten of these locations were situated in unpaved areas 
(samples at these locations were collected from shallow 
depths). The remaining 23 sampling locations were situated 
under the pavement (samples in these areas were collected 
at various depths extending to the bottom of the Upper 
Glacial Aquifer). 

Although VOCs were found at all ten unpaved sampling 
locations and all of the 23 soil boring locations, with the 
exception of the samples collected near the dry wells, all of 
the concentrations exceeding the New York State Technical 
and Administrative Guidance Memorandum No, 94-HWR-
4046 (TAGM) objectives^ were found within the top 1 foot of 
soil. In the shallow soil, TCE and PCE concentrations 
exceeded the TAGM objective at three locations-soil located 
near the back door to the building extension and two soil 
boring locations within the trench in the building. The 
maximum concentrations of TCE and PCE detected at these 

.three locations were 1,400 and 19,000 micrograms per 
kilogram (pg/kg), respectively. (The TAGM objectives for 
TCE and PCE are 700 and 1,400 M9/kg, respectively.) 
Acetone also exceeded the TAGM objective (200 pg/kg) in 
shallow soil samples collected within the unpaved soil areas. 
The maximum detected concentration of acetone was 2,000 
Mg/kg. 

The dry wells are the only locations where VOCs were found 
in soil at depths greater than one foot. The sampling results 
for the dry wells suggest that it is possible that workers 
dumped chemicals containing VOCs irito the dry wells. 
Although some of the VOC concentrations found in the dry 
wells exceeded their TAGM objectives, the concentrations 
are much lower in comparison to the concentrations 
measured in the dry wells during previous investigations. 
The VOCs that exceeded the TAGM objectives and their 
maximum concentrations and TAGM objectives are total 
xylenes (5,900 pg/kg; TAGM objective 1,200 pg/kg), 1,1-
i")CA (1,600 pg/kg; T A G M objective 200 |jg/kg), and 1,1,1-
•'CA (1,400 Mg/kg; TAGM objective 800 Mg/kg). In addition, 

Division Technical and Administrative Guidance 
Memorandum: Determination of Soil Cleanup Objectives 
and Cleanup Leve/s, Division of Hazardous Waste 
Remediation, January 24,1994. 

There are currently no federal or state promulgated 
standards for contaminant levels in soils. There are, 
however, To-Be-Considereds, one of which is the New 
York State TAGM objectives, are being used as the soil 
cleanup levels for this site. TAGM objectives are the 
more stringent cleanup level between a human-health 
protection value and a value based on protection of 
groundwater as specified in the TAGM, All of these 
levels fall within EISA's acceptable risk range. 

EPA Region II - July 2004 

1.2-cis-DCE, for which no TAGM value exists, was detected 
at a maximum concentration of 12,000 Mg/kg. 

SVOCs, in particular Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons 
(PAHs)^, were found at many of the sampled locations. 
PAHs exceeded the TAGM objectives at all ten unpaved soil 
sampling locations and at seven of the 23 soil boring 
locations sampled for SVOCs. However, with the exception 
of the three dry wells and one soil boring, all of the 
concentrations exceeding the TAGM objective were found 
within the top one foot of soil bgs. Chrysene was the PAH 
detected at the highest concentration (5,200 Mg/kg; TAGM 
objective 400 Mg/kg), followed by benzo(b)fluoranthene 
(5,100 Mg/kg; T A G M objective 1,100 pg/kg), 

PAH contamination in the dry wells appears to be limited to 
the top several feet of soil in the dry wells. PAHs tend to 
bind more to soil particles than VOCs. This would limit their 
vertical leaching and migration through the soil column. 
Hence their absence at greater depths in the dry wells. It is 
possible that the PAHs found in the top several feet of soil 
in the dry wells are the result of sediment washout from the 
unpaved soil strips to the dry wells. Of note, the same PAHs 
were found at concentrations exceeding the TAGM objective 
in all of the soil samples collected from the 0-1 foot bgs 
depth interval in the unpaved areas of the site from where 
the sediment may have been washed into the dry wells. 
Chrysenel was the PAH detected at the highest 
concentration (4,000 Mg/kg; TAGM objective 400 pg/kg), 
followed by benzo(b)fluoranthene (3,600 Mg/kg; TAGM 
objective 1,100 Mg/kg). 

Pesticides were detected at concentrations above the 
TAGM objective at seven of the 10 unpaved soil sampling 
locations., The maximum concentration was measured for 
alpha chlordane (1,500 Mg/kg; TAGM objective.540 Mg/kg), 
followed by gamma chlordane (570 pg/kg; TAGM objective 
540 Mg/kg), The' only location where soil at depth greater 
than one foot bgs contained pesticide concentrations above 
the TAGM objective was in one of the dry wells located 
under the parking area. Two pesticides were found with the 
maximum-concentration measured for gamma chlordane 
(1,100 pg/kg; T A G M objective 5 4 0 Mg/kg). 

There is no information on whether chemicals containing 
pesticides were used in facility operations. Pesticide 

• 

The results for the PAHs should be viewed writh caution, 
as the PAHs may not be associated with Jackson Steel's 
rnetal forming operations, but rather with the uriian 
nature of the area where the site is located, the asphalt 
pavement covering the site, and the solid waste 
management activities and truck traffic on the property 
after Jackson Steel ceased its operations. Specifically, 
PAHs are formed mainly during incomplete combustion 
processes of organic materials such as wood, coal, 
mineral oil, and oil-derived products. As such, they are 
ubiquitous in urban environments and are found in air, 
soil, water, and food. They are contained in motor-
vehicle exhausts both from gasoline and diesel engines 
and are present in crude and refined oils; in commercial 
products, such as bitumen (asphalt), coal tars, and 
pitches; and in industrial wastes such as waste oil. 
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contamination appears to be limited to the parking lot area 
where operations are knowm to have taken place in the past. 
It is possible that the pesticides were applied directly for pest 
control rather than be the result of the facilit/s metal-
fomiing operations. 

Metal concentrations exceeded the TAGM objectives at all 
ten unpaved sampling locations and at six of the 23 soil 
boring locations sampled for metals at the site. These six 
soil borings are all located within the building. With the 
exception of the indoor dry well, all of the samples 
containing concentrations above the TAGM objectives were 
collected within the top one foot of soil bgs. The 
concentrations of arsenic, cadmium, copper, lead, mercury, 
and zinc exceeded the TAGM objectives^. Their maximum 
concentrations and TAGM objectives are as follows: arsenic 
(62.5 milligrams per kilogram [mg/kg]; TAGM objective 12 
mg/kg), cadmium (5.1 mg/kg; TAGM objective 1 mg/kg), 
copper (257 mg/kg; TAGM objective 50 mg/kg), lead (1,190 
mg/kg; TAGM objective 500 mg/kg), mercury (0.8 mg/kg; 
TAGM objective 0.2 mg/kg), and zinc (887 mg/kg; TAGM 
objective 50 mg/kg). 

Finally, several contaminants (including acetone, SVOCs 
and metals) were detected in the three building sumps at 
concentrations exceeding the TAGM objectives. 

Groundwater 

Sampling results for the shallow Upper Glacial Aquifer 
indicate that chemicals that may have been discharged into 
the dry wells during the active life of the facility have resulted 
in the contamination of the shallow Upper Glacial Aquifer at 
the site. Specifically, the highest total VOC concentrations 
were measured in the monitoring wells located imniediately 
downgradient of the two dry wells located under the parking 
area. These monitoring wells also contained a higher 
nurhber of VOCs exceeding the Maximum Contaminant 
Levels (MCLs)* in comparison to the remaining monitoring 
wells, VOCs were also found at the middle of the Upper 
Glacial Aquifer at the site, though the concentrations were 

Metals occur naturally in the environment. The TAGM 
objective to which the on-site metal concentrations were 
compared are based on the concentrations at which 
metals are known to occur naturally in soil in the eastem 
United States. Copper, cadmium, chromium, nickel, 
lead, and zinc are also known to be associated with iron 
and steel works operations and metal finishing. 
Therefore, while some of the metals found in on-site soil 
may be naturally occurring, others may be the result of 
past site operations. As noted, more exceedances of the 
TAGM objective and higher metal concentrations, in 
general, were noted in the dry well located within the 
building. It is possible that during the active life of the 
facility, the floor of the building was washed and the 
water drained to this dry well, resulting in the metals 
found in the sediments in the dry well. 

EPA and New York State Department of Health have 
promulgated health-based protective MCLs, which are 
enforceable standards for various drinking water 
contaminants. MCLs ensure that drinking water does not 
pose either a short- or long-term health risk. 
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lower than those measured in the shallow aquifer at this 
location. The following VOCs exceeded their MCLs in the 
shallow and middle Upper Glacial Aquifer at the site: 1,1-
DCA; cis-1,2-DCE; PCE; 1,1.1-TCA; and TCE, 

Four VOCs. cis-1,2-D.CE. methyl tertiary butyl ether (MTBE), 
toluene, and TCE, were detected in the shallow and middle 
Upper Glacial Aquifer upgradient of the site compared to a 
total of thirteen VOCs detected in the groundwater in the 
area of the dry wells at the site (1,1 -DCA, cis-and trans-1,2-
DCE, 1,1,1-TCA, TCE, PCE, benzene, chloroethane, 
cyclohexane, ethylbenzene, isopropylbenzene, MTBE, and 
toluene). All upgradient concentrations were below MCLs 
and the concentrations of two of the four VOCs, cis-1,2-DCE 
and TCE, were orders of magnitude (i.e. ten to one 
thousand times) lower at the upgradient location than at the 
site. From the thirteen VOCs detected at the site, four 
exceeded their MCLs (1,1-DCA. cis 1.2-DCE. PCE. and 
TCE). The compound detected at the highest concentration 
was cis-1,2-DCE at 340 micrograms per liter (Mg/l), followed 
by PCE (63 pg/l). (The MCLs for cis-1,2-DCE and PCE are 
both 5 Mg/l) These results suggest limited upgradient 
contributions to the VOC concentrations detected at the site. 
Downgradient of the site, only two VOCs, MTBE and toluene 
(these compounds were also found upgradient of the site), 
were found in the shallow and middle Upper Glacial 
Aquifer*. The concentrations were below the MCLs. 

The sampling results for the lase of the Upper Glacial 
Aquifer Indicated a decrease in tl e VOC concentrations with 
depth upgradient of the site, jnderlying the site, and 
downgradient of the site. None oi the VOCs detected at the 
base of the Upper Glacial Aquifei exceeded its MCL. The 
compound detected at the highest • ;oncentration at the base 
of the Upper Glacial Aquifer was '. CE at 2.5 Mg/l. followed 
by PCE at 1.4 Mg/l- (The MCLs f i ' both compounds is 5 
Mg/l.) -

VOCs were also detected in the lo ver, Magothy Aquifer. 
TCE and PCE exceeded the MCLs ia a number of sampling 
points in this aquifer at depths betwE ;n approximately 400 
and 450 feet. The compound detjcted at the highest 
concentration in the Magothy Aquifer was TCE (200 Mg/l). 
followed by PCE (86 Mg/l)- (The MCLs for both compounds 
is 5 Mg/l.) Tho highest concentrations of PCE and of TCE 
were detected at 454 feet. Degradation products of PCE 
and TCE (cis-1f.2-DCE and 1.1 -DCE) w ere also detected at 
depth but at very low concentrations (lt?s than 3 pg/l). 

The PCE and TCE concentrations detected in the 300 foot-
deep silt and clay confining layer separating the upper from 

Of note, in addition to the occurrence of VOCs that are m 
likely related to Jackson Steel's metal forming H 
operations, several VOCs (MTBE, benzene, toluene, ^ 
ethylbenzene, xylene and isopropylbenzene) were o 
detected that are typically related to gasoline and fuel ^ 
contamination. This contamination could be attributed to 
site activities after Jackson Steel ceased operations, 
when the site was used for illegal solid waste 
management. The presence of MTBE and toluene in the 
upgradient monitoring well would also suggest some 
upgradient contribution to this contamination. 
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WHAT IS RISK Â 4D HOW IS IT CALCULATED? 

A Superfund baseline human health risk assessment is an 
analysis of the potential adverse health effects caused by 
hazardous substance releases from a site in the absence of 
any actions to control or mitigate these under current- and 
future-land uses. A four-step process is utilized for 
assessing site-related human health risks for reasonable 
maximum exposure scenarios. 

Hazard Identification: In this step, the COCs at the site in 
various media (i.e., soil, groundwater, surface water, and air) 
are identified based on such factors as toxicity, frequency of 
occurrence, and fate and transport of the contaminants in the 
environment, concentrations of the contaminants in specific 
media, mobility, persistence, and bioaccumulation. 

Exposure Assessment: In this step, the different exposure 
pathways through which people might be exposed tO the 
contaminants identified in the previous step are evaluated, 

'. Examples of exposure pathways include Incidental ingestion 
of and dermal contact with contaminated soil. Factors 
relating to the exposure assessment include, but are not 
limited to, the concentrations that people might be exposed 
to and the potential frequency and duration of exposure. 
Using these factors, a "reasonable maximum exposure' 
scenario, which portrays the highest level of human exposure 
that could reasonably be expected to occur, is calculated. 

Toxicity Assessment: In this step, the types bf adverse health 
effects associated with chemical .exposures, and the 
relationship between magnitude of exposure and severity of 
adverse effects are detemiined. Potential health effects are 
chemical-specific and may include the risk of developing 
cancer over a lifetime or other non-cancer health effects, 
such as changes in the normal functions of organs within the 
' ody (e.g., changes in the effectiveness of the immune 
: /stem). Some chemicals are capable of causing both 
c incer and non-cancer health effects, 

f̂  sk Characterization: This step summarizes and combines 
01 *,puts of the exposure and toxicity assessments to provide 
a luantitative assessment of site risks. Exposures are 
ev, luated based on the potential risk of developing cancer 
an( the potential for non-cancer health hazards. The 
like ihood of an individual developing cancer is expressed as 
a p obability. For example, a IO"* cancer risk means a 
"one -in-ten-thousand excess cancer risk"; or one additional 
cancer may be seen in a population of 10,000 people as a 
resul. of exposure to site contaminants under the conditions 
explz ;ned in the Exposure Assessment. Current Superfund 
guidelines for acceptable exposures are an individual lifetime 
excess cancer risk in the range of 10"* to 10* (con-esponding 
fo a one-in-ten-thousand to a one-in-a-million excess cancer 
risk) with 10"* being the point of departure. For non-cancer 
health effects, a "hazard index" (HI) is calculated. An HI 
represents the sum of the individual exposure levels 
compared to their con^esponding reference doses. The key 
concept for a non-cancer HI is that a "threshold level" 
(measured as an HI of less than 1) exists below which non
cancer health effects are not expected to Occur. 

EPA Region II - July 2004 

the lower aquifers were significantly lower than the 
concentrations detected at the top of the Upper Glacial 
Aquifer or the bottom of the sampled interval (404 to 454 
feet below ground surface) of the Magothy Aquifer. 
Specifically, the PCE concentrations in the confining layer 
ranged from 2.7 to 13 Mg/kg and the TCE concentrations 
ranged from 5.9 to 32 Mg/kg. In addition, the concentrations 
of cis 1,2-pCE, which was detected at 340 Mg/kg at the top 
of the Upper Glacial Aquifer, ranged from 0.26 to 1 Mg/kg, 

These sampling results suggest that the VOC contamination 
in the groundwater in the upper aquifer and in the confining 
layer is a direct result of contamination migrating vertically 
downward from the site. 

SVOCs were detected in four of the five wells monitoring the 
shallow Upper Glacial Aquifer. There is no information on 
the use of SVOCs in facility operations. As was noted 
above, SVOCs are common in urban environments. For 
compounds with established MCLs, the detected 
concentrations were below the corresponding MCLs. 

Pesticides were detected in all of the monitoring wells in the 
Upper Glacial Aquifer. Metals were detected in all of the 
wells located in the Upper Glacial Aquifer. The metals 
arsenic, iron, and manganese were detected at 
concentrations exceeding the federal and state MCLs. The 
maximum concentrations of these metals and their MCLs 
are arsenic at 13.5 Mg/l (MCL is 10 Mg/l), iron at 66.100 Mg/l 
(MCL is 300 Mg/l), and manganese at 7,070 \IQI\ (MCL is 
300 Mg/l)- The following metals are known to be associated 
with iron and steel works operations and metal finishing: 
copper, cadmium, chromium, nickel, lead, and zinc. While 
some of these; metals were found in shallow soil above the 
TAGM objectives-possibly indicating their occurrence as a 
result of: site operations—none of these metais with 
established MCLs were detected above their MCLs in the 
groundwater samples from the Upper Glacial Aquifer. 

Building Floor 

Building floor wipe samples contained several SVOCs. 
pesticides, and metals. The pesticides may be the result of 
their application for the purpose of pest control in the 
building. The SVOC measured at the highest concentration 
was bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate at 5.6 Mg/wipe, followed by 
di-n-butylpthalate at 2.9 Mg/wipe. The pesticide measured 
at the highest concentration was 4,4-DDE (600 Mg/wipe), 
followed by4.4-DDD (190 pg/wipe). 

Soil Gas and Indoor Air Sampling 

EPA conducted an investigation in an attempt to determine 
the source of the PCE in the former daycare center located 
immediately south of the site. The investigation included the 
collection of soil gas samples at numerous locations inside 
and outside the former daycare building, and several rounds 

( 
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of Indoor air sampling at the fomier daycare center and 
nearby business and residential buildings'. 

The results of soil gas surveys indicated the presence of 
PCE. TCE, 1.1.1-TCA cis-1.2-DCE. and 1.1-DCA in soil gas 
at the site, with the highest concentrations being located in 
the area around the former dry wells. TCE and PCE were 
detected at lower concentrations undemeath the billiards 
parior located adjacent to the site and the daycare center 
buildings: 

PCE. TCE, and other VOCs were detected in air samples. 
In general, higher concentrations of chlorinated solvents 
were measured in the air samples collected in the daycare 
' building when the ventilation systems (building and subslab) 
were not operational. The types of compounds found at 
higher concentrations varied when the ventilation systems 
were switched on and off. Some contaminants such as 
toluene were detected at higher concentrations when the 
ventilation systems were on. This might imply that there is 
an extemal air pollution source. 

Although VOCs were found in soils at the Jackson Steel site, 
the contaminants, their concentrations, and locations are not 
consistent with the elevated VOC concentrations found in 
the soil gas and air samples. 

SUMMARY OF SITE RISKS 

Based upon the results of the RI, a baseline risk assessment 
was conducted to estimate the risks associated with current 
and future property conditions. A baseline risk assessment 
is an analysis of the potential adverse human health effects 
caused by hazardous-substance exposure in the absence of 
any actions to control or mitigate these under current and 
future land uses. 

The human-health estimates summarized below are based 
on current reasonable maximum exposure scenarios and 
were developed by taking into account various conservative 
estimates about the frequency and duration of an individual's 
exposure to the COCs, as well as the toxicity of these 
contaminants. 

While a screening of ecological considerations lead to the 
conclusion that property conditions do not necessitate a 
quantitative ecological risk assessment, a qualitative 
discussion is included below. 

Human Health Risk Assessment 

As was noted above, the current land use of the property is 
industrial/commercial, and it is anticipated that the land use 
will not change in the future. 

The investigation also Included the collectksn of deep soil 
samples from the parking lot located between the 
Jackson Steel site and the fonner daycare center. See 
the discussion in the "Soils' section, above. 

EPA Region II - July 2004 

The baseline risk assessment began with selecting COCs 
in the various media that would be representative of site 
risks. Since the area is served by municipal water, it is not 
likely that the groundwater underiying the property will be 
used for potable purposes in the foreseeable future; 
however, since regional groundwater is designated as a 
drinking water source, potential exposure to groundwater 
was evaluated. The other media that were evaluated 
included surface and subsurface soil and soil gas, 

COCs in ttie groundwater include benzene, arsenic, PCE, 
TCE. vinyl chloride, and heptachlor, COCs in the surface 
soil include PAHs, dieldrin, heptachlor epoxide, PCE, and 
TCE. COCs in the subsurface soil include PAHs, arsenic, 
dieldrin, TCE, and PCE. COCs in the dust on the building 
floor include arsenic and chromium. 

The baseline risk assessment evaluated the health effects 
which could result from exposure to contaminated media 
through ingestion, dermal contact, or inhalation. Since the 
site is zoned for industrial/commercial use. the risk 
assessment evaluated current and future hazards and risks 
to trespassers and Industrial/commercial workers. 

The results of the baseline risk assessment indicate that in 
its current condition, the site does not present hazards or 
increased cancer risks to trespassers. Specifically, under 
current-uSe trespassing scenario, the HI is less than 1 and 
the cancel* risk is 4x10"° which is \"ithin EPA's acceptable 
risk range. •: 

The unremeciiated site may present h 3zards and increased 
cancer risks under potential future indi strial and commercial 
use scenario^; Under a future industr. il or commercial use 
scenario, the hazards and cancer risks would be associated 
with ingestion of dust from and dem al contact with the 
building floor; ingestion, dermal conta^'t and fnhalation of 
particles of surface soil; and ingestion, c jrmal contact, and 
inhalation of vapors from the groundwati r in both the Upper 
Glacial and the Magothy aquifers (if t ' e groundwater is 
extracted using a well). The risks woulc be to future utility 
and construction workers outside of the t jilding and future 
industrial/commercial workers within o outside of the 
building. 

The total estimated HI value for exposure s to the selected 
COCs in surface ^ i l and groundwater iri tl'e Upper Glacial 
and Magothy aquifers via ingestion, demial contact and 
inhalation was 30 fbr a future indoor industrial/commercial 
worker and 23 for a future outdoor industial/commerctat 
worker. These hazards are above EPA's guidelines for 
acceptable exposuites (HI less than 1) and are mainly 
associated with the grouridwater in the Upper Glacial and 
Magothy aquifers. The estimated HI value for exposure to 
building floor contaminants via ingestion and dermal contact 
was 5.6 for a future indoor industrial/commercial worker, 
which exceeds EPA's guidelines for acceptable exposures 
mentioned above. 

The total estimated cancer risk for exposures to the 
selected COCs in surface soil and groundwater in the Upper 
Glacial and Magothy aquifers via ingestion, dermal contact 
and inhalation was 7.9x10'' for a future indoor 
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industrial/commercial worker and 7.3x10"' for a future 
outdoor industrial/commercial worker. These cancer risks 
are above EPA's guidelines for acceptable exposures (1 x10' 
*) and are mainly associated with the groundwater in the 
Upper Glacial and Magothy aquifers. 

Ecological Risk Assessment 

Information from the NYSDEC Bureau of Wildlife indicates 
that there are no endangered or threatened plant or animal 
species at or in the vicinity of the site. Therefore, EPA 
evaluated potential exposure pathways for noi;)-endangered 
and non-threatened animal and plant species. Since the 
property includes a mostly paved industrial/commercial 
facility, there is minimal habitat available for ecological 
receptors on the property. Due to the suburban/commercial 
setting, the potential for exposure to receptors and 
ecological risk is minimal in the area surrounding the 
property as well. 

Because the main medium of concem is groundwater, and 
the depth to the surface of the groundwater is approximately 
fifty feet bgs, direct contact with groundwater by ecological 
receptors is unlikely. Because there are no wetlands or 
surface water bodies on or in the immediate vicinity of the 
site, there is no potential for contaminated groundwater to 
discharge into surface water. Therefore, groundwater is not 
,|x)nsidered to be an exposure pathway for ecological 
rsceptors. 

Sc 11 samples did contain VOCs, some of which are present 
in concentrations greater than conservative screening 
crit .'ria considered protective of soil invertebrate species. 
Thci -efore, there is a potential for an unacceptable risk to 
burr ,>wing animals that may come into contact With these 
conL.'minated surface soils (zero to two-foot depth), 

Sumi; la/v of Human Health and Ecological Risks 

The re suits of the risk assessment indicate that the site may 
presei,; an unacceptable non-cancer hazard and an 
increassd cancer risk to a future adult inside industrial 
worker and future adult outside industrial worker. The risks 
are mainly associated with exposures to groundwater in the 
Upper I glacial and Magothy aquifers. Also, a worker 
exposec to dust from the building floor represents an 
unacceptable cancer risk and non-cancer HI.: 

Contamii ation in the surface soil poses' a potential 
unacceptable risk to burrowing animals that may come into 
contact wi t l these soils. 

Based upon the results of the RI and the risk assessment. 
EPA has determined that actual or threatened releases of 
hazardous substances from the property, if not addressed by 
the preferred remedy or one of the other active measures 
considered, may present a current or potential threat to 
human health and the environment. 

REMEDIAL ACTION OBJECTIVES 

Remedial action objectives are specific goals to protect 
human health and the environment. These objectives are 
based on available information and standards, such as 
applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements 
(AfV\Rs), to-be-cohsidered guidance, and site-specific risk-
based levels. 

The following remedial action objectives were established 
for the site: 

• Minimize or eliminate contaminant migration from 
contaminated soils and dry wells to the 
groundwater; 

Minimize or eliminate any contaminant migration 
from contaminated soils and groundwater to indoor 
air; 

Restore groundwater to levels which meet state and 
federal standards within a reasonable time frame; 

• Mitigate the migration of the affected groundwater; 
and 

• ' • ' , 

• Reduce or eliminate any direct contact, ingestion, or 
inhalation 'threat associated with contaminated 
soils, soil vapor, contaminated surfaces in the on-
site building, and groundwater. 

Soil cleanup objectives will be those established pursuant to 
the TAGM guideliries. These levels are the more stringent 
cleanup level between a human-health protection value and 
a value based on protection of grcxjndwater as specified in 
the TAGM, All of these,levels fall within EPA's acceptable 
risk range. ; , 

Groundwater cleanup goals will be the more stringent of tfie 
state or federal promulgated standards. 

SUMMARY OFREMEblAL ALTERNATIVES 

CERCLA §121 (b)(1). 42 U.S.C. §9621(b)(1). mandates that 
remedial actions must be protective of human health and 
the environment, cost-effective, comply with ARARS. and 
utilize permanent solutions and altemative treatment 
technologies and resource recovery altematives to the 
maximum extent practicable. Section 121(b)(1) also 
establishes a preference for remedial actions which employ, 
as a principal elernent. treatment to permanently and 
significantly reducei tiie volume, toxicity, or mobility of the 
hazardous substances, pollutants and contaminants at a 
site. CERCLA §121(d), 42 U.S.C. §9621 (d), further 
specifies that a remedial action must attain a level or 
standard of control bf Uie hazardous substances, pollutants, 
and contaminants, which at least attains ARARs under 
federal and state laws, unless a waiver can be justified 
pursuant to CERCLA §121(d)(4). 42 U.S.C. §9621(d)(4). 
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Detailed descriptions of the remedial altematives for 
addressing the contamination associated with the site can 
be found in the FS report. This document presents five soil 
remediation altematives. seven groundwater remediation 
altematives. and three building floor altematives. To 
facilitate the presentation and evaluation of these 
altematives, the FS report altematives were reorganized to 
formulate Uie remedial altematives discussed below. 

It should be noted that although the FS report evaluated 
chemical oxidation for the lower aquifer, this technology is 
not being considered for the lower aquifer in this Proposed 
Plan because of the uncertainties regarding the application 
of this technology to the depths requiring groundwater 
remediation at the site (down to 450 feet), Similariy, although 
the FS report evaluated bioremediation, this technology is 
not considered for either aquifer bec^ause of the 
uncertainties regarding favorable microbial conditions at the 
site. 

The construction time for each altemative reflects only the 
time required to construct or implement the I'emedy and 
does not include the time required to design the remedy, 
negotiate the performance of the remedy with any PRPs, or 
prcxujre contracts for design and construction. 

The remedial altematives are: 

Source Control Alternatives 

Altemative SC-1: No Action 

Capital Cost: $0 

Annual Operation and Maintenance Cost: $0 

Present-Worth Cost: $0 

Construction Time: 0 months 

The Superfund program requires that the "no-action* 
altemative be considered as a baseline for comparison with 
the other altematives. The no-action remedial altemative for 
soil does not include any physical remedial measures that 
address the problem of soil contamination at the property. 

Because this altemative would result in contaminants 
remaining on-property atwve levels that allow for 
unrestricted use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires 
that the site be reviewed at least once every five years. If 
justified by the review, remedial actions may be 
implemented to remove, treat, or contain the contaminated 
soils. 

Altemative SC-2: Excavation of Contaminated Soils, 
Building Trench, Sumps, and Contents of Dry Wells; 
Off-Site Treatment and/or Disposal; and Building 
Decontamination 

Capital Cost: $5,299,000 

Annual Operation and Maintenance Cost: 0 

EPA Region II - July 2004 

Present-Worth Cost: 

Construction Time: 

$5,299,000 

6 months 

This remedial altemative includes the excavation of all 
source-area soils down to the watertable, the trench and 
sumps inside the building, the drywells, and off-site 
treatment and/or disposal. In addition, the building floor 
would be decontaminated through vacuuming and power 
washing. All vacuumed dust and wash water would be 
transported for treatment and/or disposal at an off-site 
Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA)-
compliant facility. 

The estimated volume of contaminated soil to be excavated 
is 32,500 cubic yards (contamination is as deep as 50 feet). 
The actual extent of the excavation and the volume of the 
excavated material would be based on post-excavation 
confirmatory sampling. Shoring of the excavation and 
extraction and treatment of any water that enters the 
excavation in tiie source area would be necessary. 

The excavated areas would be backfilled with clean fill and 
the previously paved areas would be re-paved. All 
excavated material would be characterized and transported 
for treatment and/or disposal at an off-site RCRA-compliant 
facility. 

Alternative SC-3: Excavation of Conlaminated Surface 
Soils, Building Trench, Sumps, anc Contents of Dry 
Wells; Off-SiteTreatment and/or Dispt sal; Treatment of 
VOC-Contaminated Subsurface Soils Jsing ISVE; and 
Building Decontamination 

Capital Cost: 

Annual Operation and Maintenance Cost: 

Present-Worth Co^: 

Construction Time: 

$1,008,000 

$824,000 

$2,383,000 

6 months 

This altemative includes the excavation of all ̂  'OC-, SVOC-. 
and metal-contaminated surface soils whic exceed the 
TAGM objectives, the^trench and sumps insidi' the building, 
and the drywells. In .-addition, the building floor would be 
decontaminated as inAltemative SC-2. 

The estimated volume pf contaminated soil tO b) excavated 
is 270 cubic yards. E^Kavation of the surface soil, sumps, 
and building trench would be to approximately two feet. The 
actual extent of the excavation and the volume of the 
excavated material would be based on post-excavation 
confirmatory sampling. 

Under this altemative. the VOC-<x)ntaminated soils would be 
remediated by ISVE. Under this treatment process, air 
would be forced through a series of wells to volatilize the 
solvents contaminating the soils in the unsaturated zone 
(above the water table). The extracted vapors would be 
treated by granular activated carbon and/or oOier 
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appropriate technologies before being vented : ^-3 
atmosphere. The exact configuration and numDer of 
vacuum extraction wells would be determined during the 
remedial design. 

While the actual period of operation of the ISVE system 
would be based upon soil sampling results which 
demonstrate that the affected soils have been treated to soil 
TAGM objectives and indoor air VOC levels in the adjacent 
affected buildings have been reduced to acceptable health 
levels with the subslab vacuum extraction system turned off, 
it is estimated that the system would operate for a period of 
two years. Should the former daycare center or former 
billiards parior buildings be occupied during the course of tiie 
remediation, monitoring to assure that no unacceptable 
vapor exposure takes place would be instituted, and the 
ventilation system installed during the RI would be 
appropriately maintained. 

The excavated areas would be backfilled with clean fill and 
the previously paved areas would be re-paved. All 
excavated material would be characterized and transported 
for treatment and/or disposal at an off-site RCRA-compliant 
facility. 

Groundwater Remedial Altematives 

Alte,-native GW-1: No Action 

Capit ll Cost: 

Annua Monitoring Operation and 
Mainte lance Cost: 

Present Worth Cost: 

Construe tion Time: 

$0 

$0 

$0 

Omontiis 

The Sup srfund program requires that ttie "no-action" 
alternativi be considered as a baseline for comparison with 
the oUier 'Itematives. The no-action remedial altemative 
would not include any physical remedial measures to 
address tii i groundwater contamination at ttie site. 

Based on g, oundwater modeling, it has been estimated that 
it would taki! 12 years for the groundwater in the upper and 
lower aquifers to be restored to drinking water quality 
through disp srsion. dilution and volatilization. 

Because this altemative would result in contaminants 
remaining on- site above levels ttiat allow for unrestricted use 
and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the site be 
reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the 
review, remedial actions may be implemented to remove or 
treat ttie wastes. 

Alternative GW-2: Groundwater Extraction 
Treatment for Upper and Lower Aquifers 

and 

Capital Cost: 

Annual Operation, Maintenance, 
and Monitoring Cost: 

Present-Worth Cost: 

Construction Time: 

$2,476,000-
$3,029,000 

$682,000-
$727,000 

$6,387,000-
$6,652,000 

6 monUis 

Under this altemative, four groundwater extraction wells 
would be installed in ttie Upper Glacial Aquifer in ttie source 
area. In consultation with NYSDEC, the extent of the off-
site groundwater contamination and its potential Impact on 
the public water supply welts would be determined during 
the remedial design phase. Based on ttie evaluation of off-
site groundwater data that would be collected, if It is 
determineci that site-related contamination is affecting the 
aquifers, ttiis altemative would be expanded, as necessary, 
to include the off-site groundwater contamination and its 
potential impacts on tiie public water supply wells. 

The extracted water would be b'eated at an on-site facility by 
air sti-ipping. carbon adsorption, and methods appropriate 
for the treattnent of metals. The treated water would be 
reinjected into the aquifer. 

Air stripping involves pumping untreated groundwater to the 
top of a "packed*^ column, which contains a specified 
amount of inert packing material. The column receives 
ambient air under pressure in an upward direction from Uie 
bottom of ttie column as the water flows' downward, 
tt-ansferring VOCs to Uie air phase. The air-,sttipping 
process would be followed by a groundwater polishing 
system using granular activated cartion and/or other 
appropriate technologies. To comply witti New York State 
air guidelines, granular activated cartoon tteatinent of ttie air 
sttippers' air exhaust streams may be necessary. ° 

In consultation with NYSDEC. ttie extent of ttie off-site 
groundwater contamination and its potential impact on ttie 
public water supply wells would be determined during the 
remedial design phase. Based on ttie evaluation of off-site 
groundwater data that would be collected, if it is determined 
ttiat site-related contamination is affecting .ttie aquifer, ttiis 
altemative would be expanded, as necessary, to include ttie 
off-site groundvrater contamination and its potential impacts 
on the public water supply wells,Because this altemative 
would result in contaminants remaining on-site above levels 
that allow for unresb'icted use and unlimited exposure, 
CERCLA requires that the site be reviewed at least once 
every five years. 
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Alternative GW-3: In-Situ Chemical Oxidation for 
Treatment of Upper Aquifer and Groundwater Extraction 
and Treatment for Lower Aquifer 

Capital Cost: 

Annual Operation, Maintenance 
and Monitoring Cost: 

Present-Worth Cost: 

Construction Time: 

$1,750,000-
$2,303,000 

$413,000-
$458,000 

$4,159,000-
$4,425,000 

6 months 

This alternative is the same as Alternative GW-2. except 
instead of extracting contaminated groundwater from the 
Upper Glacial Aquifer, an oxidizing agent^ such as 
potassium permanganate (KMnO^) or hydrogen peroxide 
(H2O2), would be injected via approximately 12 wells 
installed in the Upper Glacial Aquifer in the source area. 
Under this process, the oxidizing agent would chemically 
transform the VOCs into less toxic compounds or to carbon 
dioxide, and water. Bench- and pilot-scale treatability 
studies would be performed to optimize the effectiveness of 
the injection system and to determine optimum oxidant 
delivery rates and locations for the injection-well points. 

Based on the evaluation of off-site groundwater data that 
would be collected, if it is determined that site-related 
contamination is affecting the aquifer, this alternative would 
be expanded, as necessary, to include the off-site 
groundwater contamination and its potential impacts on the 
public water supply wells. 

Because this alternative would result in contaminants 
remaining on-site above levels that allow for unrestricted use 
and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the site be 
reviewed at least once every five years. 

Alternative GW-4: In-Situ Air Sparging for Treatment of 
Upper Aquifer and Groundwater Extraction and 
Treatment for Lower Aquifer 

Capital Cost: 

Annual Operation, Maintenance, and 
Monitoring Cost: 

Present-Worth Cost: 

Construction Time: 

$1,189,000-
$1,742,000 

$673,500-
$718,500 

$4,168,000-
$4,433,000 

6 months 

This alternative is the same as Alternative GW-2, except 
instead of extracting contaminated groundwater from the 
Upper Glacial Aquifer, it would be treated with air sparging. 

Air sparging involves injecting air, under pressure, into the 
aquifer via injection wells. Under this process, bubbles are 

An oxidizing agent uses oxygen to degrade VOCs, 
EPA Region II - July 2004 

formed from the injected and air. which strip the VOCs from 
the groundwater. A vapor extraction system would be used 
to remove the generated vapors. 

Based on the evaluation of off-site groundwater data that 
would be collected, if it is determined that site-related 
contamination is affecting the aquifer, this alternative would 
be expanded, as necessary, to include the off-site 
groundwater contamination and its potential impacts on the 
public water supply wells. 

Based on groundwater modeling, it has been estimated that 
it would take two years to remediate the upper aquifer and 
eight years for the groundwater in the lower aquifer to be 
restored to drinking water quality (six years if both on-site 
and off-site groundwater extraction wells are used) under 
this alternative. 

Because this alternative would result in contaminants 
remaining on-site above levels that allow for unrestricted 
use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the site 
be reviewed at least once every five years. 

COMPARA TIVE ANALYSIS OF AL TERN A TIVES 

During the detailed evaluation of remedial altematives, each 
alternative is assessed against nine evaluation criteria, 
namely, overall protection of human health and the envi
ronment, compliance with applicab'e or relevant and 
appropriate requirements, long-term effectiveness and 
permanence, reduction of toxicity, mibility, or volume 
through treatment, short-term effectiveness, 
implementability', cost, and state ind community 
acceptance. 

The evaluation criteria are described belo .'. 

• Overall protection of human h lalth and the 
environment addresses whether 0 not a remedy 
provides adequate protection and (escribes how 
risks posed^hrough each exposure p ithway (based 
on a reasonable maximum exposure scenario) are 

^ eliminated, reduced, or controlled irough treat
ment, engineering controls, or institut, "inal controls. 

• Compliance with ARARs addresses w 'nether or not 
a remedy wiauld meet all of the coplicable or 
relevant and "appropriate requirements of other 
federal and %tate environmental siatutes and 
requirements or provide grounds for invoking a 
waiver. 

• Long-term effectiveness and permanence refers to 
the ability of a remedy to maintain reliaiile protec
tion of human health and the environment over 
time, once cleahup goals have been mijt. It also 
addresses the magnitude and effectiveness of the 
measures that may be required to manage the risk 
posed by treatment residuals and/or untreated 
wastes. 

• Reduction of toxicitv. mobilitv. or volume through 
treatment is the anticipated performance of the 
treatment technologies, with respect to these 
parameters, a remedy may employ. 
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• Short-term effectiveness addresses the period of 
time needed to achieve protection and any adverse 
impacts on human health and the environment that 
may be posed during the construction and im
plementation period until cleanup goals are 
achieved. 

• Implementability is the technical and administrative 
feasibility of a remedy, including the availability of 
materials and services needed to implement a 
particular option. 

Cost includes estimated capital and operation and 
maintenance costs, and net present-worth costs. 

• State acceptance indicates if, based on its review of 
the RI/FS and Proposed Plan, the state concurs 
with the preferred remedy at the present time. 

• Community acceptance will be assessed in the 
ROD and refers to the public's general response to 
the alternatives described in the Proposed Plan and 
the RI/FS reports, 

' A comparative analysis of these alternatives based upon the 
evaluation criteria noted above follows. 

Overall Protection of Human Health and the Environment 

Alternative SC-1 (no action) wou|d not be protective of 
humai'i health and the environment, since it would not 
actively address the contaminated soils, which present 
unaccep'able risks of exposure and are a source of 
groundwi. ter contamination. Alternative SC-2 (excavation of 
contaminited soils down to the watertable, contents of the 
drywells, '.nd trench, and off-site treatment/disposal), and 
Alternative SC-3 (excavation of contaminated surface soils, 
contents of the dry wells, and trench, and off-site 
treatment/c sposal, and ISVE for subsurface contaminated 
soils) wouli- be protective of human health and the 
environment, since each alternative relies upon a remedial 
istrategy and/ jr treatment technology capable of eliminating 
human expo:;ure and removing the source of groundwater 
contaminatior in the unsaturated zone. Under these 
alternatives, ;he contaminants would either be treated 
on-property or treated/disposed of off-site. 

Alternative GV/-1 (no action) would be the least protective 
groundwater a 'ernative in that it would result in no active 
measures to restore groundwater quality to drinking water 
.standards. Based on hydrogeological nriodeling presented 
in Appendix G t.f the FS report, the contaminant mass is 
projected to c'ecrease over time, as contaminated 
groundwater mig ates. Under this alternative, the restoration 
of the groundwat 3r would take a longer time (an estimated 
12 years) in comparison to the other alternatives. AH three 
bf the active groundwater alternatives are estimated to 
restore groundwater quality in the lower aquifer in 8 years 
and, therefore, would be protective of human health and the 
environment. The restoration of the upper aquifer, which is . 
more likely to affect soil vapor content of the overiying soils, 
is achieved at distinct time frames for the three groundwater 
treatment alternatives. Specifically, for Alternative GW-3 (in-
situ chemical oxidation for treatment of upper aquifer and 
groundwater extraction and treatment for lower aquifer), the 
upper aquifer is anticipated to be cleaned in one month. 

EPA Region II - July 2004 

This time-frame is much faster than for Alternative GW-3 
(groundwater extraction and treatment for upper and loweri 
aquifers) and Alternative GW-4 (in-situ air sparging for 
treatment of upper aquifer and groundwater extraction and 
treatment for lower aquifer) for which the cleanup time
frames are five and two years respectively. Therefore, in 
terms of reducing soil vapors emanating from the upper 
aquifer, Altemative GW-3 would be the most protective of 
human health and the environment. 

Compliance with ARARs 

There are currently no federal or state promulgated 
standards for contaminant levels in soils, only New York 
State soil cleanup objectives as specified in the soil TAGM 
(which are used as "To-Be-Considered" criteria). 

Since the contaminated soils would not be addressed under 
Alternative SC-1 (no action), this alternative would not 
comply with the soil cleanup objectives. Altemative SC-2 
(excavation of contaminated soils down to the watertable. 
contents of the dry wells, sumps, and trench, and off-site 
treatment/disposal), and Altemative SC-3 (excavation of 
contaminated surface soils, contents of the dry wells, 
sumps, and trench, and off-site treatment/disposal, and 
ISVE for subsurface contaminated soils) would attain the 
soil cleanup objectives specified in the TAGM. 

Altemative SC-2 and Alternative SC-3 would be subject to 
New York State and federal regulations related to the 
transportation and off-site treatment/disposal of wastes. 
Alternatives SC -̂2 and SC-3 would involve the excavation of 
contaminated soils and would, therefore, require compliance. 
with fugitive dust and VOC emission regulations. In the' 
case of Alternative SC-3, compliance with air emission 
standards would be required for the ISVE system, as well. 
Specifically, treatment of off-gases would have to meet the 
substantive requirements of New York State Regulations for 
Prevention and Control of Air Contamination and Air 
Pollution (6 NYCRR Part 200 et.seq.) and comply with the 
substantive requirements of other state and federal air 
emission standards. 

EPA and NYSDOH have promulgated health-based 
protective MCLs (40 CFR Part 141, and 10 NYCRR. 
Chapter 1), which are enforceable standards for various 
drinking water contaminants (chemical-specific ARARs). 
the aquifer is classified as Class GA (6 NYCRR 701.18), 
meaning that it is designated as a potable water supply. 
Although the groundwater at the site is not presentiy being 
utilized as a potable water source, achieving MCLs in the 
groundwater is an applicable standard, because area 
groundwater is a source of drinking water. 

Alternative GW-1 does not provide for any direct 
remediation of the groundwater and would, therefore, 
involve no actions to achieve chemical-specific A I^Rs. All 
three of the active groundwater alternatives would be 
effective in reducing groundwater contaminant 
concentrations to below MCLs. 

Any emissions from the air stripper under Alternatives GW-
2, GW-3, and GW-4 would be required to comply with the 
substantive requirements of state and federal air emission 
standards; 
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Long-Term Effectiveness and Permanence 

Altemative SC-1 would involve no active remedial measures 
and, therefore, would not be effective in eliminating the 
potential exposure to c:ontaminants in soil and vyould allow 
the continued migration of contaminants from the soil to the 
groundwater. Alternative SC-2 and Alternative SC-3 would 
both be effective in the long term and would provide 
permanent remediation by either removing the contaminated 
soils from the site or treating them on-site. 

Alternative SC-3 would generate treatment residuals which 
would have to be appropriately handled. 

Alternative GW-1 would be the least effective in the long 
term in restoring groundwater quality, since it would take an 
estimated 12 years to restore groundwater. Alternatives 
GW-2, GW-3, and GW-4 would effectively restore 
groundwater quality in an estimated eight years (six years if 
both on-site and off-site groundwater extraction wells are 
used). 

Alternatives GW-2, GW-3, and GW-4 may generate 
treatment residuals which would have to be appropriately 
handled. 

Reduction in Toxicity. Mobility, or Volume Through 
Treatment 

Alternative SC-1 would provide no reduction in toxicity, 
mobility or volume. Under Alternative SC-2, the toxicity, 
mobility, and volume of the contaminants would be 
eliminated by removing the contaminated soil from the 
property for treatment/disposal. Under Alternative SC-3 the 
toxicity, mobility, and volume of contaminants would be 
reduced or eliminated through on-site treatment and by 
removing the contaminated soil from the property for 
treatment/disposal. 

Alternative GW-1 would not effectively reduce the toxicity, 
mobility, or volume of contaminants in the groundwater, as 
this alternative involves no active remedial measures. 
Alternatives GW-2, GW-3, and GW-4 would reduce the 
toxicity, mobility, or volume of contaminants in the 
groundwater through treatment at the source, thereby 
satisfying CERCLA's preference for treatment. 

Short-Term Effectiveness 

Alternative SC-1 does not include any physical construction 
measures in any areas of contamination and, therefore, 
would not present any potential adverse impacts to on-
property workers or the community as a result of its 
implementation. Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3 could present 
some limited adverse impacts to on-site workers through 
dermal contact and inhalation related to excavation 
activities. Alternative SC-3 could also result in some 
adverse impacts to on-site workers through dermal contact 
and inhalation related to the installation of ISVE wells 
through contaminated soils. Noise from the excavation work 
and from the treatment unit associated with Alternatives SC-
2 and SC-3 could present some limited adverse impacts to 
on-site workers and nearby residents. In addition, interim 
and post-remediation soil sampling activities would pose 
some risk. The risks to on-site workers and nearby 
residents under all of the alternatives could, however, be 
mitigated by following appropriate health and safety 
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protocols, by exercising sound engineering practices, and by 
utilizing proper protective equipment. 

Alternative SC-2 would require the off-site transport of a 
significant volume of contaminated soil, which may pose the 
potential for traffic accidents, which in turn could result in 
releases of hazardous substances. Alternative SC-3 would 
also require the off-site transport of contaminated soil, but 
at a volume substantially less than Alternative SC-2. 

Under Alternative SC-2, substantial disturbance of the land 
during excavation activities could affect the surface water 
hydrology of the property. For Altematives SC-2 and SC-3, 
there is a potential for increased stormwater runoff and 
erosion during excavation and construction activities that 
would have to be properiy managed to prevent or minimize 
any adverse impacts. For these alternatives, appropriate 
measures would have to be taken during excavation 
activities to prevent transport of fugitive dust and exposure 
of workers and downgradient receptors to VOCs. 

Since no actions would be performed under /Mtemative SC-
1, there would be no implementation time. It is estimated 
that it would take six months to excavate and transport the 
contaminated soils, contents of the dry wells, and trench 
contents to an EPA-approved treatment/disposal facility 
under Altemative SC-2, It is estimated that Alternative SC-3 
would require six months to excavate and transport the 
contaminated surface soils, contents of the dry wells, 
sumps, and trench to an EPA-approved treatment/disposal 
facility and to install the ISVE system an 1 two years to 
achieve the soil cleanup objectives. 

All of the action groyndwater alternatives c ould present 
some limited adverse^short-term impacts to or.site workers 
through dermal ccintact and inhalation related to . 
groundwater sampling activities. Alterna ive GW-2, 
Alternative GW-3, and Alternative GW-4 co..id present 
adverse impacts to on-site workers, since these; ilternatives 
would involve the installation of groundwater ext action, air 
sparging, and/or oxidation agent injection wel > through 
potentially contaminated<soils and groundwater. , \lternative 
GW-3 could pose more iadverse impacts than Alsrnatives 
GW-2 and GW-4, since it would require the Inst; llation of 
significantly more well points than Alternatives G '/V-2 and 
GW-4. Noise from the'treatment units associ!;',ed with 
Alternatives GW-2, GW-i ; and GW-4 could prese it some 
limited adverse impacts io on-site workers and nearby 
residents. The risks to on-site workers and nearby rt sidents 
under all of the altematives could, however, be minin ized by 
following appropriate health and safety protoccls. by 
exercising sound engineering practices, and by itilizing 
proper protective equipment. 

Since no activities would b^ performed under Alter lative 
GW-1, no time would be required to implement this 
alternative. It is estimated that the groundwater remediation 
systems under Alternative GW-2, Alternative GW-3. and 
Alternative GW-4 would be constructed in six months. 

Based on groundwater modeling, it has been estimated that J3 
it would take 12 years for the groundwater in the upper and g 
lower aquifers to be restored to drinking water quality o 
through dispersion, dilution and volatilization under •" 
Alternative GW-1. Alternatives GW-2, GW-3. and GW-4. 
with similar configurations with respect to the lower aquifer. 
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would all require approximately eight years to remediate the 
lower aquifer (six years if both on-site and off-site 
groundwater extraction wells are used). With varj'ing 
technologies, /Uternatives GW-2, GW-3. and GW-4 would 
require an estimated 5 years. 1 month, and two years, 
respectively, to remediate the upper aquifer. The actual time 
for the groundwater to be remediated under all of the 
alternatives may vary and may need to be refined based on 
the results of groundwater monitoring and, as appropriate, 
igroundwater modeling. 

Implementability 

Alternative SC-1 would be the easiest to implement, as there 
are no activities to undertake. Potentially difficult factors 
related to the excavation of soils down to fifty feet bgs 
adjacent to the on-site building and on a property that is so 
small may need to be resolved for Alternative SC-2 . 
Alternative SC-3 would be much easier to implement than 
Alternative SC-2, since large-scale soil excavation and 
handling would not be required. Also, because of space 
limitations, staging the excavated soil for off-site 
treatment/disposal under Alternative SC-2 may prove 
difficult. 

Both soil action alternatives would employ technologies 
known to be reliable and that can be readily implemented. 
In addition, equipment, services, and materials needed for 
these ali'^rnatives are readily available, and the actions 
under these alternatives would be administratively feasible. 
Sufficient k cilities are available for the treatment/disposal of 
the excavated materials under Alternatives SC-2 and SC-3, 

Under Altemiitives SC-2 and SC-3, determining the extent 
of the excavi! tion could be easily accomplished through 
post-excavatic n soil sampling and analysis. Monitoring the 
effectiveness IJ^ the ISVE system under Alternative SC-3 
would be easil.' accomplished through soil and soil-vapor 
sampling and a; alysis. 

Alternative GW-1 would be the easiest to implement, since 
it would not enta! the performance of any activities. The in-
situ chemical oxi; ation and the air sparging systems for the 
upper aquifer inder Alternative GW-3, and GW-4, 
respectively, and groundwater extraction and treatment 
systems under All srnatives GW-2, GW-3, and GW-4 would 
be relatively easy o implement. For Alternative GW-3, the 
oxidant application rate and the rate of the oxidation reaction 
would need to be carefully monitored .and adjusted, as 
needed, during implementation to ensure that the oxidants 
do not reach the municipal water supply wells and that the 
amount of heat and ^ases generated during the application 
of the oxidants are f roperly controlled. 

Air sparging, as a general rule, is only effective to a depth of 
fifty feet below the water table. At the site, the saturated 
thickness of the upper aquifer plume is more than one 
hundred feet. Consequentiy, bench- and pilot-scale 
treatability studies would be required to verify its 
effectiveness. Bench and pilot-scale treatability studies 
would also be required to verify the effectiveness of the in-
situ chemical oxiciation system. 

The groundwater extraction and treatment system that would 
be used under all three treatment alternatives has been 

implemented successfully at numerous sites to extract, 
treat, and hydraulically control contaminated groundwater. 
Extracting contaminated groundwater from the lower aquifer' 
in off-site areas would, however, be more difficult to 
implement than extracting contaminated groundwater from 
the lower aquifer in on-site areas. While there is sufficient 
space on the property for most of the constructed 
components of each of the active groundwater altematives, 
if off-site groundwater extraction , and treatment were 
required, it would necessitate the installation of piping and 
other components in the street right-of-way, potentially 
complicated by the presence of utilities; it would also affect 
traffic during construction. 

The air stripping and granular activated carbon technologies 
that would be used for groundwater treatment in all three 
alternatives are proven and reliable in achieving the 
specified performance goals and are readily available. 

Cost 

The present-worth cost associated with Altemative SC-3 is 
calculated using a'discount rate of 3.2% and a 2-year time 
interval. The present-worth costs associated with the lower 
aquifer components of the groundwater alternatives are 
calculated using the same discount rate and an eight-year 
time interval for the action altematives if only on-site 
groundwater extraction wells are used and a six-year time 
interval if both on-site and off-site groundwater extraction 
wells are used: The present-worth costs associated with the 
upper aquifer components of the groundwater altematives 
are calculated using a discount rate of 3.2% and five;year 
and two-yeartime frames, respectively, for Altemative GW-2 
and Alternative GW-4. Although the time required to 
implement Altemative GW-3 (in-situ chemical oxidation for 
treatment of upper aquifer and groundwater extraction and 
treatment for lower aquifer) is less than a year, the present-
worth costs were calculated using a five-year time interval 
to allow for additional testing and treatment should-a 
reoccurrence of contaminants occur. 

The estimated capital, operation, maintenance, and 
monitoring (OM&M), and present-worth costs for each of the 
alternatives are presented below. 

Alternative 

SC-1 

SC-2 

SC-3 

GW-1 

GW-2. 

GW-3 

GW-4, 

Capital 

$0 

$5,299,000 

$1,008,000 

$0 

$2,476,000-
$3,029,000 

$1,750,000-
$2,303,000 

$1,189,000-
$1,742,000 

Annual 
OM&M 

$0 

$0 

$824,000 

$0 

$682,000-
$727,000 

$413,000-
$458,000 

$673,500-
$718,500 

Total 
Present-

Worth 

$0 

$5,299,000 

$2,383,000 

$0 

$6,387,000-
$6,652,000 

$4,159^000-
$4,425,000 

$4,168,000-
$4,433,000 
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As can be seen by the cost estimates, Altemative SC-1 is 
the least costly soil alternative at $0. Alternative SC-2 is the 
most costiy soil alternative at $5,299,000. The least costiy 
groundwater remedy is Altemative GW-1 at $0. Alternative 
GW-2 is the most costly groundwater alternative estimated 
to range from $6,387,000-6.652.000. depending on whether 
groundwater from the lower aquifer is extracted only from 
on-site wells (lower cost) or from both on-site and off-site 
wells (higher cost.) 

State Acceptance 

NYSDEC concurs with the preferred source control and 
groundwater altematives. 

Community Acceptance 

Community acceptance of the preferred alternative will be 
assessed in the ROD following review of the public 
comments received on the Proposed Plan. 

PROPOSED REMEDY 

Based upon an evaluation of the various alternatives. EPA 
and NYSDEC recommend Alternative SC-3 (excavation of 
contaminated surface soils, contents of the dry wells, 
sumps, and trench, and off-site treatment/disposal, and 
ISVE for subsurface contaminated soils) and Alternative 
GW-3 (in-situ chemical oxidation for treatment of upper 
aquifer and groundwater extraction and treatment for lovver 
aquifer) as the preferred remedy for soil and groundwater, 
respectively. Specifically, this would involve the following: 

• Excavation of the contents of the dry wells, the 
sumps and trench inside the building, and surface 
soils contaminated with VOCs, SVOCs, pesticides 
and metals. The estimated volume of the 
contaminated soil to be excavated is 270 cubic 
yards. Excavation of the surface soil, sumps, and 
building trench would be to approximately two feet. 
Confirmatory sampling would be conducted to 
ensure that all soils above the cleanup objectives 
have been removed. The excavated areas would 
be backfilled with clean fill and the previously paved 
areas would be re-paved. All excavated material 
would be characterized and transported for 
treatment and/or disposal at an off-site RCRA-
compliant facility. 

Treatment of the VOC-contaminated unsaturated 
soils using ISVE in on-site source areas and 
underneath two adjacent affected buildings. The 
extracted vapors would be treated by granular 
activated carbon and/or other appropriate 
technologies before being vented to the 
atmosphere. Post-treatment confirmatory soil 
samples would be collected to ensure that the entire 
source area has been effectively treated to the 
cleanup objectives. Should the former daycare 
center or former billiards parior buildings be 
occupied during the course of the remediation, 
monitoring to assure that no unacceptable vapor 
exposure takes place would be instituted, and the 
ventilation system installed during the RI would be 
appropriately maintained 
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Decontamination of the building floor through 
vacuuming and power washing. All vacuumed dust 
and wash water would be transported for treatment 
and/or disposal at an off-site RCRA-compliant 
facility. 

In-situ treatment of the on-site contaminated 
groundvyater in the upper aquifer in the source area 
by injection of an oxidizing agent, such as KMnOi or 
H2O2, via on-site injection wells. The oxidizing" 
agent would chemically transform the VOCs into 
less toxic cx)mpounds or to ĉ arbon dioxide, and 
water. The exact configuration and number of 
injection wells would be determined during the 
remedial design. The system would be operated 
until MCLs are attained in the groundwater. 

Collection of the contaminated groundwater in the 
lower aquifer with extraction wells if confirmatory 
sampling during the remedial design phase 
indicates that the site is the source of the 
contamination. 

Treatment of the extracted groundwater at an on-
site facility by air stripping, carbon adsorption, and 
methods appropriate for treatment of metals. The 
treated water would be reinjected into the aquifer. 

In consultation with NYSDEC, the extent of the off-
site groundwater contamination and its potential 
impact on the public water supply wells would be 
determined during the remedial design phase. 
Based on the evaluation of off-site gro; ndwater 
data that would be collected, if it is determned that 
site-related contamination is affecting the aquifer, 
the proposed remedy would be expam'ed, as 
necessary, to include the off-site groui,dwater 
contamination and its potential impacts • n the 
public water supply wells. 

• Long-term groundwater monitoring in order to verify 
that the concentrations and the extei't of 
groundwater contaminants are declining, the t the 
remedies remain effective, and that public \ 'ater 
supplies are protected. The exact frequency and 
parameters of sampling and the location of any 
additional monitoring wells would be determined 
during the design phase. 

Bench- and pilot-scale treatability studies and grbundwc ter 
modeling would be performed to optimize the effectiven£"5s 
of the injection system and to determine optimum 
installation locations for the injection-well points. 

Because the preferred remedy would result in contaminants 
remaining on-site above levels that allow for unrestricted 
use and unlimited exposure, CERCLA requires that the site 
be reviewed at least once every five years. If justified by the 
review, additional remedial actions may be implemented. 

Basis for the Remedy Preference 

While Alternative SC-2 and Alternative SC-3, would both 
effectively achieve the soil cleanup levels. Alternative SC-2 
would be significantiy more expensive than Alternative SC-
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3. In addition, potentially difficult factors related to the 
excavation of soils dovm to fifty feet bgs adjacent to on-site 
buildings, and to the staging of the excavated soil for off-site 
treatment/disposal in such a limited area, would render 
Altemative SC-2 more difficult to implement than Alternative 
SC-3. 

While Alternative SC-3 would take longer to achieve the soil 
cleanup levels than Alternative SC-2 (an estimated two 
years versus six months), considering that the groundwater 
component of the preferred remedy would address the 

• contaminated groundwater in an estimated eight years, the 
increase in the time needed to clean up the soil would not be 
a significant concern. Therefore, EPA believes that 
Alternative SC-3 would effectuate the soil cleanup while 

i providing the best balance of tradeoffs with respect to the 
evaluating criteria. : 

All three of the active treatment groundwater alternatives are 
estimated to take eight years to restore groundwater quality 
in the lower aquifer. Restoration of the upper aquifer, which 
is more likely to affect the soil vapor content of the overiying 
soils, is estimated to be achieved in one month for the 
preferred alternative. Alternative GW-3,' whereas the time 
needed for upper aquifer cleanup by Altematives GW-2 and 
GW-4 is five and two years, respectively. Finally, Alternative 

, GW-2 is approximately fifty percent greater than the cost of 
Alternatives GW-3 and GW-4. which have similar costs. 
Therefore, EPA has identified Alternative GW-3 as its 
preferred grouidwater alternative sincejit would effectuate 
the groundwater cleanup while providing the best balance of 
tradeoffs amor g the alternatives with respect to the 
evaluation criteri i. 

The preferred re "nedy is believed to provide the greatest 
protection of hum;" n health and the environment, provide the 
greatest long-tern effectiveness, be able to achieve the 
ARARs more quick y, or as quickly, as the other alternatives, 
and is cost-effectiv J. Therefore, the preferred remedy will 

, provide the best bi lance of tradeoffs among alternatives 
• with respect to the ivaluation criteria. EPA and NYSDEC 
believe that the pref rred remedy will treat principal threats, 
be protective of hum in health and the environment, comply 
with ARARs. be c 'St-effective. and utilize permanent 
solutions and alternat i/e treatment technologies or resource 

^recovery technologie to the maximum extent practicable. 
The preferred remedy 3lso will meet the statutory preference 
for the use of treatmei\t as a principal element. 
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Earn 2% 
On All 

Purchases 
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Health, Reauty Ai Pitneas 
CALI Hair Salon & Spa 
Charles Water Karate & Fitness 
Cresera ^Vellness Center 
Curves Of Williston Park/Mineola 
Fitness Figures 
Long Island Dental Center 

H - n i Z:4) provement 
Bella Cor tracting, Inc 
National > Carpet Corp. 

Education 
Education Center At Sishyaa 
Smart Brain America 

Food Services 
Frantoni's Pizzeria & Restaurant ; 
Jane Cafe Restaurant & Sushi Barr 
Rudy & Harry's Hilltop Deli 
Slates Restaurant 
Valentino's Pizza & Restaurant 

Specialties Shops 
Cell Time 
Creations de Belle 
Dollar Experience 
GeeWiz 
King Jewelers 
The Village Gift & Flower Shoppe 
Willis Hobbies 

Professional Services 
Custom Funding Corp. 
Exec M.T.'S Medical Transcription ; 
Haller - Zaremba & Co: Inc. 
Intelligent Data Systems Inc 
Louis F. DeMars, C.P.A., P.C. 
Polaris I.T. Group 

Cardholder Benefits: 
• Membership to the Community Card Program is Free^ 
• Carry one card and use it at all Member Merchants. 
• Rewards from participating Merchants are combined. 
• Reward Checks are mailed to you Automatic:ally. 
• Track your participation in the program online. 

Look For Tho Momhor SUckor 
CommuBltT Iiic«atlT»« Cgtp. 875 HUMJa Are. WUll-*"" P«rkp t n n g 9 6 

Community Card 
Shop 

Swipe 
Save 

M e m b e r 

THE UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
INVITES PUBUC COMMENT ON THE PROPOSED REMEDY FOR 

THE JACKSON STEEL SUPERFUND SITE 

The U,S, Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Ihe New York Stale Department of Envlronmenlal 
Conservation (NYSDEC) will hold a public meeting oh August 10, 2(X)4 at 7 p,m, till 9 p.m. In the 
Mineola Village Hall. Cymiuslum, 15S Washington Avenue, Mineola, New Yoilc 11722 to discuss the findings 
of Ihe retnedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS) and Ihe Proposed Plan for the Jackson Steel 
Superfund site, 

EPA is Issuing the Proposed Plan as part of lis public participation responsibilities under Section 117(a) 
of Ihe Comprehensive Envlron-mental Response, Compensatton, and Uablllly Act of 1980,, as amend
ed, and Section 300.430(-0 of the National Oil and Hazardous Subsunces Pollution Contingency Plan. 

The primary obicclives of this actkin are lo remediate the source of contamination at Ihe site, reduce 
and minimize the potential for soil vapor Intrusion, reduce and minimize Ihe downward migration 
of contaminants to Ihe aquifer, restore groundwater quality, and minimize any potential future health and 
environmental impacts, , 

The main features of Ihe preferred remedy include In-situ soil vapor extraction to address the volatile 
organic compound-contaminaled soil; excavation and off-site disposal for the contents of on-site dry wells, 
a trench inside the fomier Jackson Steel building, and contaminated surface soils; decontamination of 
the building floor; in-situ chemical treatment of Ihe contaminated upper aquifer; and extraction and treat
ment of the contaminated lower aquifer, 

Iri consultation with NYSDEC, Ihe extent of the off-site gtxnindwater contamination and its potential 
impact on Ihe public water supply wells would be delcrnilned during the remedial design phase, Dased 
on the evaluation of off-site groundwater data that would be collected, if it Is determined that slle-relaled 
contamination is afrecting the aquifer, the proposed remedy would be expanded, as necessary, to include 
the ofT-siie groundwater contamination and its potential impacts on Ihe public water supply wells. 

The remedy described in this Proposed I'lan is Ihe prc-ferred remedy for the site. Changes lo the pre
ferred remedy or a change from the preferred remedy lo another remedy may be made if public com
ments or additional data Indicate that siicii a change will result in a more apprupri-alc remedial action. 
The (Inal decision regarding the .selected remedy will be made after EI'A has taken inio consideration all 
public tonm)ents, EPA is soliciting public comiiienl on all of the alternatives considered in the detailed analy
sis of the RI/FS report becau.sc EPA and NYSDEC may select a remedy oilier llian the preferred remedy. 

The adminislraiive record file, which comains liie information upon which Ihe selection of llie response 
action will be based, is available at llie following locatioivs: 

Town of North Hempstead 
2CX) Plandome Road 
Manhas."iel. NY 11030 

Garden Cily Public Ubrary 
60 Seventh .Sireel 
Garden Cily, NY 11530 

Village Clerk's Office 
155 >K^shtngton Avenue 
Mineola, NY 11501 

Responses lo the comments received at ihe public meeling and in writing during the public comment peri
od, which runs from July 22, 2004 to AUKU.SI 21, 2(K)4. will lie documented in Ihe Hespon,siveness Sunmiary 
.section of the Record of Decision, ilic document which formalizes llie selection of Ihe remedy. All written 
comments should be addressed lo: 

Joel Singerman, Chief 
Central New York Keinediaiion Section Uniled .Stales Environmental Protection Agency 

290 broadway, 20lh FUxjr New York, NY 1(KX)7-1866 

Telefax : ( 212 ) 637-3966 • E-mai l : s i n g e r i n a n . | o e l e e p a . g o v 
i 139319 
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PUBLIC INFORMATION MEETING 

Jackson Steel Superfun<3 Site 

Mineola, New York 
_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - _ _ x 

Mineola Village Hall 

Tuesday, August 10, 2004 

7:00 p.m. 
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A P P E A R A N C E S 

U . S E n v i r o n m e n t a l P r o t e c t i o n Agency-
F i n a n c i a l M a n a g e m e n t B r a n c h 
290 B r o a d w a y , 2 9 t h F l o o r 
New Y o r k , New Y o r k 1 0 0 0 7 

BY: CECILIA ECHOLS, C o m m u n i t y I n v o l v e m e n t 
C o o r d i n a t o r 

JOEL SINGERMAN, C h i e f , C e n t r a l New York 
S e c t i o n 

ANDREW JUDD, H y d r o g e o l o g i s t , CH2M H i l l 

MARIAN OLSEN, R i s k A s s e s s o r 
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1 

2 MS. ECHOLS: Good evening, I'm 

3 Cecilia Echols, the community 

4 involvement coordinator for the Jackson 

5 Steel Superfund site here in Mineola. 

6 We're here to discuss the 

7 proposed planning clean up for the soil 

8 and groundwater contamination that has 

9 been found at the site. 

10 On our agenda today, we have 

11 Joel Singerman, he is the chief of the 
< 

12 central New York section and he will 

13 discuss the Superfund remedial process 

14 and give a site description and history. 

15 To my left we have Andrew Judd, 

16 he's a hydrogeologist with CH2M Hill ,and 

17 he will give the results of the remedial 

18 investigation feasibility study and then 

19 we'll go back to Joel for the proposed 

20 remedy. We'll open up for questions and 

21 answers and then we'll close. 

22 In addition, we have another EPA 

23 representative, it's Marian Olsen, she's 
24 over here at the end; she is our risk 

25 assessor. We also have some local and 

FINK Sc CARNEY 

REPORTING AND VIDEO SERVICES 

39 West 37th Street, 6th Floor, New York, N.Y. 10018 (212) 869-1500 
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1 

2 state officials here. 

3 Joel DeFranco, would you please 

4 stand. He's with the Nassau County 

5 Department of Health. Tom Mayer, he's 

6 with the county executive office. Joe 

7 Yavenditi, he's with the New York State 

8 Department of Conservation. Cynthia 

9 Whitfield, she's also with the New York 

10 S'tate Department of Environmental 

11 Conservation a;nd Rebecca Mitchell, she's 

12 with the New York State Department, of 

13 Health. We also have your mayor. Mayor 

14 Jack Martin. -

15 I just want to let you know that 

16 community relations is a procjram that 

17 wants the community to be inv:>lved in 

18 the decision making process for all 

19 Superfund sites.' 

20 We have many regions w^iich 

21 encompasses New Ytork, New Jersey, Puerto 

22 Rico and the Virgin Islands and 

23 currently I have 29 sites here .'.n Long 

24 Island that I oversee for community 

25 relations. 

FINK Sc CARNEY 
REPORTING AND VIDEO SERVICES 

39 West 37th Street, 6th Floor, New York, N.Y. 10018 (212) 869-1500 
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1 

2 Just want to give you some 

3 information; there's three information 

4 repositories that have documents 

5 pertaining to the Jackson steel 

6 Superfund site, one at the Town of North 

7 Hempstead, Garden City Public Library 

8 and here, those are the informational 

9 repositories for the site. 

10 Whenever you want to know 

11 anything about the site, you can always 

12 go to the informational repository and 

13 documents will be there for you. 

14 The public comment perfod 
1 

15 started for the site on July 22nd and 

16 ends on August 21st. There was a mass 

17 mailing to the community, to 

18 approximately 995 individuals who had 

19 attended any of the meetings in the 

20 past, as well as phone calls that have 

21 been made to me or others wanting to be 

22 included on the mailing list. There was 

23 access to receive the proposed plan 

24 through calli^ng me e-mailing me or 

25 getting the information through our web 

FINK & CARNEY 
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39 West 37th Street, 6th Floor, New York, N.Y. 10018 (212) 869-1500 
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1 

2 site. 

3 If you were able to take 

4 advantage of any of those, I thank you 

5 or, if not, we also have some on the 

6 table in back. I hope everybody has a 

7 copy of the proposed plan. I hope 

8 everyone has also signed in so I can 

9 include you on the mailing list if 

10 you're not already included. 

11 Another way if you have 

12 comments, if you're not able to speak 

13 tonight and you have comments that you 

14 would like docuinented that become part 

15 of the responsiveness summary you can 

16 turn to page 2 in the proposed plan and 

17 you can contact Joel Singerman. you can 

18 call him or E-mai'l him or mail in your 

19 comment to him and this is Joel here, 

20 again. ^ , ' 

21 I a l s o wanted t o b r i n g t o your 

22 a t t e n t i o n u n d e r t h e S u p e r f u n d p r o g r a m , 

23 e a c h S u p e r f u n d s i t e t h e r e i s a t f ; c h n i c a l 

24 a s s i s t a n c e g r a n t . I t i s a $ 5 0 , 0 0 0 g r a n t 

25 g i v e n t o c o m m u n i t i e s who a r e d i r e c t l y 

FINK & CARNEY 

REPORTING AND VIDEO SERVICES 
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affected by a Superfund site and if 

there is anyone interested, it will have 

to be a not-for-profit organization that 

is interested in receiving this grant, 

if you're interested in hearing more 

details, you can give me a phone call or 

you can come up and I have some 

documents here. 

On that note, we're going to 

start the program and our first speaker 

is going to be Joel Singerman. 

MR. SINGERMAN: Several 

well-publicized toxic waste disposal 

disasters in the late 1970's, among them 

Love Canal, shocked the nation and 

highlighted the fact that past waste 

disposal practices were not safe. 

In 1980, Congress responded with 

the creation of tl̂ e Comprehensive 

Environmental Response, Compensation and 

Liability Act, more commonly known as 

Superfund. 

The Superfund law provided the 

Federal fund to be used in the cleanup 

FINK SL CARNEY 
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of uncontrolled and hazardous waste 

sites and for responding to emergencies 

involving hazardous substances. 

In addition, EPA was empowered 

to compel those parties that are 

responsible for these sites to pay for 

or to conduct the necessary response 

actions. , j 

The work to remediate a site is 
1 

I 

usually very complex and takes place in 

many stages. :• I 

Once a site is discovered, an 
i 

inspection further•identifies the 

hazards and contaminants. 

A determination is then made. 

whether to includ'-e the site on the 
, 1 

Superfund National Priorities list, a 
list of the nationJ's worst hazai^dous 

!• I '• waste sites. i' ' L 

Sites are placed on the National 

.i i. • 
Priorities List primarily on the basis 

of their scores obtained from the hazard 

ranking system which evaluates the 

relative risks posed b|y a site. 

FINK & CARNEY; j 

REPORTING AND VIDEO SERVICES 

3 9 West 3 7th Street, 6th Floor, New York, N.Y, 10018 (212) 869-1500 



500242 

1 

2 Only sites on the National 

3 Priorities List are eligible for 

4 remedial work financed by Superfund. 

5 The selection of a remedy for a 

6 Superfund site is based on two studies: 

7 A remeiiial investigation and a 

8 , feasibility study. 

9 The purpose of the remedial 

10 investigation is to determine the nature 

11 and extent of the contamination at and 

12 emanating from the site and the 

13 ' associated threat to public health and 

14 the environment. 

15 The purpose of the feasibility 

16 study is to identify and evaluate 

17 remedial alternatives to'address the 

18 site's contamination problems. 

19 Public participation is a key 

20 feature of the Superfund process. 

21 The public is invited to 

22 participate in all of the decisions that 

23 will be made at a site through the 

24 community relations program. 

25 Public meetings, such as this 

FINK & CARNEY 
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one, are held, as necessary, to keep the 

public informed about what has happened 

and what's planned! for a site. 

The public, is also given the 

opportunity to comment dn the results of 

the investigations 'and s^tudies conducted 

at the site and the proposed remedy. 

After considering public 

comments on the proposed remedy, a' 
i ' I, 

record of decisioniis signed. 

A record of deciision documents 

1 , ' , 
why a particulars remedy was chosen and 

the basis for the selection. 
j i 

The site then enters the 

remedial design phase Iwhere- the 

supplemental investigatibn, if 

necessary, is performeid 'and the j-lans 

and specifications !a'ssociated with the 

selected remedy are developed. 

The remedial- action, which 

begins after the design work is 

completed, is the a'ctual; hands-on work 
I. , ; ; 

associated with cleaning: up the site. 

Once the si'te nol longer poses a 

FINK & CARNEY: , ! 
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1 

2 threat to public health or the 

3 environment, it can be deleted from the 

4 Superfund National Priorities List. 

5 Removal actions may be 

6 undertaken at any time to address an 

7 immediate threat to public health, 

8 welfare, or the environment.. 

9 The 1.5 acre Jackson steel sit:e 

10 includes a parcel of property located at 

11 435 First Street in Mineola, a 

12 residential/commercial area. 

13 The property which is presently 

14 zoned for retail or office space, 

15 contains a one-story former 

16 metal- forming facility and a paved 

17 parking area. 

18 Subsurface features include 

19 three dry wells designed to collect 

20 storm water, runoff. 

21 A fence separates the Jackson 

22 steel site from a retail store which was 

23 formerly a billiards parlor, a former 

24 daycare center is located next door. 

25 Another fence separates the site 

FINK & CARNEY 
REPORTING AND VIDEO SERVICES 
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1 

2 from an apartment complex. The site is 

3 also bordered by single-family 

4 dwellings, an office building and 

5 restaurant. , ' , 

6 The Village of Mineola and 

7 Garden City Village'supply wells are 

8 located within half-mile of the site; 

9 the water is being treated in both of 

10 these' facilities before distribution. 

11 The property was: used from the 

12 mid-l970's to 199i ; as ' a::metal - forming 

13 facility. Degreasers; including 

14 tetrachloroethylene, trichloroel.hylene 

15 and 1,1,1-trichlorothane were ussd at 

16 the facility. Sludges from degreasing 

17 equipment were stored in drums an.i tanks 

18 i n i t h i s s i t e . ..^'i^iij 

19 Dumping of wastes into the 

20 on-site dry wells, spills and leaks 

21 during the facility's operations ard 

22 from the drums storing various chemicals 

23 are the likely sources of the 

24 contamination found at t|he site. 

25 Samples collected by the Nassau 

FINK & CARNEY . 
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1 

2 County Department of Health in the early 

3 1990's indicate the presence of VOC, 

4 volatile organic compound, contamination 

5 in the groundwater and from within, 

6 around, and below the on-site dry wells. 

7 On February 4, 2000, the site 

8 was listed on EPA's Superfund National 

9 Priorities List. 

10 ' I n October 2001, the remedial 

11 investigation field work commenced. 

12 Subsequently, because of 

13 concerns about'the proximity of the site 

14 to the daycare center, the Nassau County 

15 Department of Health performed air 

16 sampling inside the building. 

17 This air samples detected PCE, 

18 but at levels below the New York State 

19 Health Department's guideline for indoor 

20 PCE exposure and below the EPA's level 

21 of concern. 

22 The H e a l t h D e p a r t m e n t a l s o 

23 c o l l e c t e d s a m p l e s i n December 2 0 0 1 ; 

24 i n d o o r a i r t e s t i n g was a l s o c o n d u c t e d 

25 i n s i d e t h e J a c k s o n s t e e l b u i l d i n g and 

FINK & CARNEY 
REPORTING AND VIDEO SERVICES 
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nearby buildings over the next several 

months. 

The sample results indicated PCE 

levels in indoor air of several rooms in 

daycare facility above the Health 

Department's guideline for indoor PCE 

exposure and EPA's levels of concern. 

Only low levels;of PCE were 

defected in air samples from the Jackson 

steel building and nearby business and 

residential buildings. ;| 

EPA installed a yacuum 

extraction system under the concrete 

slab in the daycare center building to 

prevent contaminants from enterirg the 

building in case the soil and 

groundwater under the building arc a 

source. , ;: , 

In order tb provide fresh .,iir 

circulation in a building, a ventilation 

system was installed by the daycare 

center. ; ;, 
• • • • ! ' ' 

Following the detection of 

elevated PCE levels in the billiards 

FINK & CARNEY, • | 
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1 

2 club, EPA installed a vacuum extraction 

3 system under the concrete slab.. A 

4 ventilation system was also installed. 

5 Following these actions, samples 

6 showed PCE levels in the air in the 

7 daycare center and billiards club to be 

8 significantly below New York State 

9 Health Department guideline for indoor 

10 PCE exposure and EPA's level of 

11 concern.. 

12 The field investigation was 

13 completed in August, 2002. 

14 The remedial investigation was 

15 completed and the remedial investigation 

16 report was completed in June of 2003.^ 

17 Andrew Judd is from CH2M Hill to 

18 talk next about the results of the field 

19 investigation and the feasibility 

20 study.. 

21 MR. JUDD: The n e x t 20 m i n u t e s 

22 o r so I w i l l t r y t o summar ize t h e work 

23 t h a t was done o v e r t h e l a s t y e a r and a 

24 h a l f t i m e s p a n , b u t I w o n ' t g e t t o o 

25 t e c h n i c a l , b u t i f you have s p e c i f i c 

FINK & CARNEY 
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questions, you can hold them for the 

question and answer period. 

To start with the remedial 

investigation, we focused on what our 

potential past sources for contamination 

at the site, based on the site, what we 

knew about the facilities and the 

operations. 

We focused dn a few areas 

outside the building; there were the dry 

wells, two of them, they were apparently 

former drum storage areas located along 

the edge of the building and the fence. 

They also observed during the 

initdal site walls,; we observed open . 

pipes of unknown orig'dn:and, also, we 

found a sump or open pit'near the front 
; ' • • ' ' ' ! 

door, of the building. - ; 

Inside of thatt actual building 

there are additional piotential source 

areas that we focused 6n; an additional 

dry well located in the loading dock 

area, there is a degreaser tank, empty 

of former fluid storage inside the 

FINK & CARNEY' 

^REPORTING AND VIDEO SERVICES I 

3 9 West 37th Street,, 6th Floor, New York, N.Y.j 10018 (212) 869-1500 



500250 

1 . 

2 building, two more sumps or open pit 

3 . areas were found in the building/ as 

4 well as a trench under what we believe 

5 was a former degreasing operation 

6 portion of the facility that we 

7 investigated. 

8 Additionally, outside of the 

9 building and off of the immediate 

10 Jackson steel property adjacent to the 

11 adjacent buildings was, at the time, the 

12 billiards parlor area and currently a 

13 dollar store. There is a potential 

14 former loading dock and trucking, 

15 shipping or receiving operations center 

16 that we also investigated. 

17 The specific objectives of the 

18 investigation were focused on those 

19 areas and also towards the four medians 

20 may have been impacted; the median being 

21 surface soils or unpaved areas of grass, 

22 sub-surface soils, soils below ground, 

23 the groundwater itself and also the 

24 building. 

25 F u r t h e r i n v e s t i g a t i o n was t h e 

FINK & CARNEY 
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1 

2 unpaved surface soils. Each one of 

3 these dots represents one of the 

4 investigation activities at the location 

5 where we collected samples, from the 

6 unpaved surface soils, ten locations in 

7 the areas east of the facility and 

8 immediately along the walls of the 

9 building, there are only two areas that 

10 are unpaved, along, the wall of the 

11 building and along, where the property 

12 border towards the'^east . 

13 In those areas we installed ten 

14 sampling locations. ; Each location two 

15 samples were collebted. and the samjiles 

16 were analyzed for organic compounds and 

17 metals analyses. 

18 The sub-surface;soils, soilt 

19 below ground and also b^low pavement we 

20 ' installed 26 borings bath inside and 

21 outis.ide of the bui'lding;. three borings 
' i ' , . ' ! ' • . ' • ! , • , 

22 s p e c i f i c a l l y i n t o t h e m i d d l e of t h e d r y 

23 w e l l s wh ich were of ^concern t o u s and 

24 e a c h s a m p l i n g of t h e l o c a t i o n we 

25 c o l l e c t e d s a m p l e s of t h e ^ m u l t i p l e d e p t h s 

FINK & CARNEY 
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vertically down to the water table which 

is about 50 feet below ground surface, 

so several samples were collected in 

each location. 

All of the samples analyzed 

involved organic compounds, the primary 

contaminants of concern and at select 

locations we also analyzed the 

pesticides, PCE's and metals. 

In addition to the soil 

sampling, as Joel mentioned, a soil gas 

investigation was performed specifically 

looking at vapors in the soil below 

ground. 

Two investigations were 

performed initially; one before the 

ventilation systems were installed at 

the adjacent property and the second 

soil gas the ventilation systems were 

installed and four rounds of air 

sampling were collected from the 

surrounding buildings. 

To investigate the groundwater 

at the site, there were six existing 
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monitor wells prior to the 

investigation. The previous 

investigation installed six wells to 

collect water samples. 

In addition to those, we added 
t 

three new wells that would be located 

here or located adjacent to the initial 
I. 

wells.but at deeper depths so we could 

collect vertical profiles, to take a 

look at the sub-surface at different 

depths and we also 'installed three 

multi-level wells; dne on the property, 

one off-site in the upgrading direction 

and one off-site in 'the downgrading 

direction; in other iwdrds, in direc.-ions 

. in which groundwater would naturally be 

flowing for this region. 

Each one Of jtho-se monitor wells 

had several, at least ,,six and up to IL 

sampling intervals i in eaech location. 

All of those groundwater samples 

were analyzed for volatile organic 

compounds for groundwater and select 

wells also had the S V O C s , pesticides. 
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PCE's and metals. 

In addition to. actually 

collecting water samples for analyses, 

we did some hydrogeologic 

characterization or investigations about 

the groundwater to see what groundwater 

is doing, how it was flowing and moving 

in this area. 

To address the building, the 

floor, five samples were gathered from 

the stained areas and each one of those 

samples from the floors were analyzed 

for organics and metals. 

Just to speak a little bit about 

the geology or what's going on 

underground from the site and immediate 

area, there are three units that we've 

identified and discussed. The first is 

the Upper Glacial Aquifer. 

This is from the ground surface 

down to about a hundred feet below 

ground, this exists of sand and gravel 

with very little silt and no clay, so 

it's a very loose sand material. 
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Below that is what we refer to 

as the Magothy Confining Bed. This 

varies in thickness, but is at least 40 

feet thick and up t:o 300 feet thick 

immediately below !the site. It is 

significant because it is a much finer 

sand and mostly clay and silt which 

really would not allow for the movement 

of water very easily; that's what we 

consider semi-confining unit. 

This unit separates the Upper 

Glacial Aquifer andithe| unit below which 

is |the Magothy Aquifer^ which begins 

abdut 60 feet below'ground or up to 100 

feet, below ground .before we encounte:; 

this unit and it is a very coarse sani 

that allows water t,o flow very readily, 
I ' 

easily. ;' 

' ' , • ^ ! I: . • ! • 

I Speaking of ac1:ual groundwater 

flow in the upper iiinit, i the Upper 

Glacial Aquifer we;find water flows to 

the southwest, so fromithe site, water 

would be flowing from the top right to 

the bottom left or'southwest. 

< l 
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1 

2 In the confining bed, there is 

3 relatively low permeability which 

4 relates to very little groundwater 

5 movement in the thicker unit and below 

6 this in the Magothy Aquifer, you have 

7 horizontal flow through the southwest, 

8 again/ which is consistent with what we 

9 see in a regional area which is 

"10 published in regional literature for 

11 groundwater flow. 

12 Vertically there's a general 

13 creation or potential for flow downward 

14 which may be expected since water flows 

15 downward in this area. It is retarded 

16 ' or slowed down by the Magothy confining 

17 unit. •-

18 Next I ' l l t a l k a l i t t l e b i t 

19 about t h e n a t u r e and e x t e n t of t he 

20 c o n t a m i n a t i o n we found o r t h e r e s u l t s of 

21 what we f o u n d . 

22 In t h e s o i l , t h e u n p a v e d s u r f a c e 

23 s o i l j u s t e x p o s e d a t t h e g r o u n d s u r f a c e , 

24 a b o u t t h e f i r s t one f o o t of s o i l from 

25 t h e g r o u n d t o a b o u t one f o o t d e e p , we 

FINK & CARNEY 

REPORTING AND VIDEO SERVICES 

39 W e s t 3 7 t h S t r e e t , 6 t h F l o o r , New Y o r k , N . Y . 1 0 0 1 8 ( 2 1 2 ) 8 6 9 - 1 5 0 0 

23 



500257 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

2 4 

25 

did find detections of contaminants that 

exceeded the New York State criteria, so 

elevated levels of contamination for 

vol'atile organics, ipesticides and some 

metals. 

More significantly, in the dry 

wells, the sludge at the bottom of each 

of ;the three wells;also:contain PCOC's, 

pesticides and'sorne me'tals inside the 

building, so no PCE's were detected in 

the ' soil. ; r . • I 

The groundwater at the site in 

the first unit Upper Glacial Aquifer, we 
; I : . I ' •- i i • • 

did have the highest VOC concentratio:\s 

immediately downgrading of "the two dri' 

wells or we had more contamination in 

the direction of groundwater flow near 

the! . dry wells I I 

I In this figure you'll see the 

concentric lines indicate levels of 
! ' • - , ;• ' ' ll i 

contamination and towar.ds the center of 

the site, the concentrations of the 
: : • i ' , : I , 

le-yels a r e h ighe r 'arid y|ou ge t lower 

l e v e l s as you r a d i a t e outward , so the 

24 
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2 higher concentrations are near the dry 

3 wells. 

4 . It is important to know that 

5 V O C s were also detected upgrading at 

6 the site or to the northeast which is 

7 the direction water is coming from the 

8 northeast on to the site. We also found 

9 contamination in that area and also 

10 southwest of the site, downgrading of 

11 the site, the direction in which water 

12 is flowing. 

13 Both of these locations though-

14 the concentrations were lower and there 

15 were fewer contaminants detected in each 

16 of those locations. 

17 Still speaking of the Upper 

18 Glacial Aquifer, the first water unit 

19 below the site, some semi-volatile 

20 organic compounds and pesticides were 

21 detected but at low concentrations. 

22 Again, PCE's were not detected 

23 in the water and it was determined that 

24 the human health risk assessment 

25 included that the S V O C s did not present 
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an unacceptable risk at this point. 

Metals in the Upper Glacial 

Aquifer, a few metals did exceed the 

state criteria, but they're primarily 

metals or minerals found naturally 

occurring in any soil and arsenic 

specifically was only detected in one 

location throughout- the ' site . 

Moving deeper to the Magothy 

Aquifer, the deep.ejr wall bearing unit, 

some PCE was dete.ct;ed, levels above the 
. . •: i 

state criteria thrdughout the unit. 

Concentrations ladid decrease 1 rom 

the shallow water into the confinement 

bed, but then increase below the 

confining bed as you got deeper with 

depth. 

Some degradation products were 

also found as chemicals break down we 
i . • 

found TCE and PCE in a few of their 

breakdown products as well. 
i ' . • 

Finally, for the results inside 

the building, severial pesticides, metals 

and V O C s were det'ected i within the 

FINK Sc CARNEY-

REPORTING AND VIDEO SERVICESi 

39 West 37th Street, 6th Floor, New York, N.Y. 10018 (212) 869-1500 



500260 

27 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

2-5 

Stained areas in the building on the 

concrete floor. 

This next figure will be 

discussing the conceptual site model. 

It is kind of a picture of the way we 

believe contaminants are introduced into 

the environment and how they're moving 

and migrating and how the whole 

environmental system is working at this 

point. 

It includes discussion of the 

release mechanisms or the way the 

chemicals got to where they are in the 

first place and also the migration path 

waste which is the movement of the 

chemicals once in place, again, the 

historic sources for the dry wells, the 

drum carriers, sumps, trench and 

degreaser tank. 

After the evaluation, the 

current sources based on the results of 

the analytical data appear to be the two 

outside dry wells and unpaved surface 

soil near the back of the parking lot 
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and the trench inside the building, so 

based on those source areas, the 

releases or the way the chemicals are 

getting into the environment are first 

volatilization which would be vapors 

coming out of the Sjoil, this is not a 
• i 1 • 

significant concern for open outside 

areas . ' .; i , ' • :• 

The second source of release 

would be leaching from the soil into the 

groundwater where chemicals are actually 
, , • ! ' • • ' 

going from the soil mixing into the 

water. The actual isources ceased about 

11 years ago when the facility stopped 

operations and only soils in the three 

source areas, the sumps, the dry wells, 

and trench are considered to be current 

sources and they still 'Would be leaching 

into the groundwater. 

In terms of migration and the 

way the chemicals are moving now, the 

chemicals are below the;groundwater and 

are'carried downgrading! along with the 

groundwater flow and so,it's off site 

. 1 ii^ •:': 
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2 and away from the facility and it's in 

3 somewhat of a downward direction based 

4 on gravity and at a distance away from 

5 the site. 

6 The sources, other sources, may 

7 also be contributing to the groundwater 

8 conditions besides the Jackson steel 

9 facility. 

10 That's a general overview of the 

11 regional investigation and now briefly 

12 getting into the feasibility study, the 

13 feasibility study and risk assessments 

14 are where we,evaluate what to do, 

15 different options that we can take to 

16 remediate the site, clean out the sit^e. 

17 Again, the immediate concerns 

18 that are considered are the shallow 

19 soil, the semi-leak in the dry wells, 

20 sub-surface soils and volatilization or 

21 vapors coming out of the soil and the 

22 groundwater both in the shallow end, the 

23 Upper Glacial Aquifer and also the water 

24 in the deeper aquifer, and, finally, the 

25 building floor. 
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30 

Each one of the remedies 

considered was reviewed.individually and 

ideas were formed such that we would be 

able to pick and choose the best medium 

to implement each ;medium and implement 

that option. 

In addition, • a baseline risk 
I! '• 

assessment was performed which really 

evaluates risk scenarios. 

The baseline risk assessment 
! • ' i 'I ' ^ I ' i 

evaluates health effects that could 
j ,. 

result from exposure from contamination 
and; the exposure could be through 

;; : . I :• • ; '!• 

ingestion or taken'internally, dermal 
' !• ' 1 . • ; • 

contact, which would bei;getting 

contaminated materials,on your skin or 

inhalation, breathing in dust particles, 

for example. I;. ! , 

Additional!;^, ecological risk 

evaluation was performed. Under the 
;-• .1:1 :;i; 

current site conditiions', the facility 

right now as it is:is;boarded up and not 

being used. • ;| . , .| 
• ' ' '•'• ' • • ! 

The risk assessment is 
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determined that the site does not 

present an increased risk of non-cancer 

or cancer causing risks to its 

trespassers who happen to cross the 

site . 

Concerns are primarily focused 

towards future use of the facility and 

property. Those were evaluated and 

based primarily on industrial and 

commercial use and the risk would be to 

construction or utility workers working 

outside the building doing site 

improvements or commercial workers who 

work inside the building. 

If there are any non-cancer or 

cancer causing risks for ingestion of 

dust and dermal contact from the 

building floor were one of the primary 

areas investigated and also ingestion or 

dermal contact. 

Inhalation of surface soil or 

groundwater that was extracted from 

wells on the property were also 

evaluated as potential sources of 
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contact with people. 

It was determined through the 

risk assessment that: the contaminated 

surface soil -- "surface soil" being the 

unpaved areas -- ddipose,a potential 

unacceptable risk to animals. 

So for each ;of the alternatives 

that we evaluated to figure out how to 

remediate the sitei or clean up the site, 

several considerations were taken into 

account; first being protection of human 

health in the environment. Also 

compliance would have been applicable, 

state or Federal requirements, the long 

term effectiveness and performance of 
I •,. '• 

thei selected remedy, the!' short term 

effectiveness and performance of the 
' '' ;i. 

selected remedy, whether the remedy 
M i ! ' ' : ''!>•' 

would reduce the tdxicity movement or 

• I '•• , i ' 

amount of contaminat'io'n;'* if . the proposed 
I I 

system was actually ,implementable, if it 

was just a great idea,i ibut you couldn't 

do it, that would! not ,score highly and, 
' ' ' I ' !' 

of 'course, the ultimat'^ idost of the 

:: ' : [ , 
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• 

system. 

Several systems were evaluated. 

In a few minutes, Joel will discuss in 

more detail the proposed remedies. I'll 

briefly discuss the different avenues 

that we considered. 

For the surface soil, the 

sub-surface soil and the sludge in the 

wells, options that were considered 

included removing the soil and 

sub-surface soil which would involve 

excavating all the soil and removing it 

from the site and capping the area. 

This option was estimated to 

take about six months to achieve and ,a 

cost of approximately $5 million. 

Another option for the soils was 

to remove the shallow soil and 

disseminate it in the wells to a depth 

of about one foot below ground surface 

and then install a soil vapor extraction 

surface system for the rest of the 

remaining contamination in the 

sub-surface soil, below ground soil. 
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2 This is estimated to take about 

3 two years to achieve the goals and would 

4 cost in the vicinity of $2.3 million. 

5 To remediate the building floor 

6 itself, washing the floor and 

7 decontaminating it was evaluated to take 

8 about one week and cost $200,000. 

9 Another option was actually 

10 removing and replacing the existing 

11 building floor, excavating the concrete 

12 floor and replacing it; about two months 

13 and that would be $880,000, 

14 approximately. 

15 To, address the groundwater 

16 issues of the site, the first option • 

17 would be the Upper Glacial Aquifer, the 

18 shallow water, the option would be to 

19 monitor the natural attenuation. This 

20 means relying on natural proceissings to 

21 reduce the amount of contamination, 

22 monitoring and taking periodic tests 

23 throughout. This would be letting 

24 nature follow its course. 

25 This is estimated to take about 

34 
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1 

2 seven to twelve years to complete and it 

3 would be in the vicinity of $600,000. 

4 Another situation considered was 

5 in-situ bioremedy meaning in place, 

6 address the problem in place below the 

7 ground and bio-remediation meaning that 

8 we enhance the natural organisms in the 

9 ground and we augment them to speed up 

10 the natural processes' of some of this 

11 deteriorating contamination. 

12 This process would take about 

13 two to three years and the cost would be 

14 about $570,000. 

15 Particularly with'the 

16 groundwater of the upper glacial shallow 

17 groundwater, still an in-situ air 

18 sparging system or remedies put in place 

19 below ground surface would be 

20 pressurized air in the ground to strip 

21 away contaminants from the groundwater, 

22 essentially a large bubbler system which 

23 is estimated to be one to two years to 

24 complete and about $865,000. 

25 Next option is in-situ chemical 
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1 

2 oxidation or reduction process which 

3 uses additives to chemically change the 

4 contaminants into a less toxic compound 

5 through chemical reactions. 

6 This vyould involve about one 

7 month of actual applications once the 
• • . • i • ' 

8 systems were set up. It would take 

9 about one mont[h to actually clean up the 

10" site and apprpximatiely $856,000 for 
i 

11 that. ' 

12 Finalliy, for the shallow 

13 groundwater, the pump and treat and 
j 

14 injection was an option, we actually 

15 captured groundwater at the site by 

16 pumping it outi of the ground with wells, 

17 treat it at the surface and then 

18 re-inject or pump the clean water back 

19 into the ground and all of the 
i . 

20 s u p p o r t i n g s y s t e m s t o go w i t h t j h i s . 
j ' 

21 That process is estimated to be 
22 at two to fourj and a half years to 

I 

23 achieve this gpal and approximately $3 
•I 

1 
24 million. 
25 The next series that were 
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2 evaluated were ways to treat the deeper 

3 groundwater, the Magothy groundwater and 

4 these were essentially the same systems 

5 described for the .shallow water, but, 

6 again, lie separately because of the 

7 nature of the contamination and the 

8 depth. 

9 Monitoring natural tenuation, 

"10 about three to 11 years to accomplish; 

11 bio-remediation, two to three years to 

12 accomplish and in-situ remediation 

13 through oxidation of reduction was about 

14 four months of actual application. 

15 Finally, pump and treat would 

16 take about three to eight years, three 

17 and a half million dollars to accomplish 

18 in deeper zones. 

19 Briefly ecplained, those are the 

20 remedial options uhat were evaluated. 

21 Each one cf those costs and 

22 durations that I d'jscribed was assuming 

23 each unit was implemented by itself and 

24 just evaluated by itself by combining 

25 . different units and performing them 
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2 simultaneously; some of the ultimate 

3 costs may be slightly different. 

4 Now back to Mr. Singerman. 

5 MR. SINGERMAN: Let me refer to 

6 page 10 of the proposed plan. You'll 

7 see from the technologies and options 

8 that the contractor developed, he came 

9 up with three sources of alternatives. 

"10 The first one is no action which 

11 is basically a baseline treatment, 

12 that's basically nothing. 

13 Excavation of contaminated 

14 soils, building trench, sumps, and 

15 contents of dry wells; off site 

16 treatment and/or disposal and building 

17 decontamination is the second 

18 a l t e r n a t i v e . 

19 The t h i r d a l t e r n a t i v e i s 

20 e x c a v a t i o n of t h e c o n t a m i n a t e d s u r f a c e ^ 

21 s o i l s , b u i l d i n g t r e n c h , sumps and 

22 c o n t e n t s of d r y w e l l s ; o f f - s i t e 

23 t r e a t m e n t a n d / o r d i s p o s a l ; t r e a t m e n t of 

24 V O C - c o n t a m i n a t e d s u b s u r f a c e s o i l s u s i n g 

25 i n - s i t u v a p o r e x t r a c t i o n ; and b u i l d i n g 
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decontamination. 

The ground well alternatives, 

which is on the next page, again, we 

looked at no action; groundwater 

extraction and treatment for both upper 

and lower aquifers and then we also 

looked at in-situ chemical oxidation for 

treatment of the upper aquifer and 

groundwater extraction and treatment for 

lower aquifer. 

The fourth alternative is 

in-situ air spc.rging for treatment of 

the upper aquifer and the low aquifer. 

Based upon our evaluation of 

these technologies and options for tlje 

soil alternative, we're recommending 

alternative SC-3 rhich is basically 

removing the sumps, the dry wells, 

surface soils, the inside trench and 

off-site treatment, disposal of 

subsurface contaminated soils. 

For the gro indwater, we 

recommend in-situ cliemical oxidation for 

treatment of the upper aquifer and 
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' 1 

2 groundwater extraction and treatment of 

3 the lower aquifer. 

4. These were determined during the 

5 design phase and based upon the 

6 evaluation of the data, we determined tio 

7 which extent what has to be done 

8 off-site with the lower aquifer. 

9 Now, these two alternatives are 

10 preferred recommendations. We're here 

11 tonight to solicit your input on the 

12 preferred remedy to make sure there are 

13 no concerns because we won't recommend 

14 it until we receive your input from the 

15 concerned citizens. 

16 MS. ECHOLS: Thank you, Joel .and 

17 Andrew. 

18 We're going to open up for 

19 questions. There is a mike here in the 

20 center if you would like to use the mike 

21 or you can stand and just share and just 

22 announce your name and your address so 

23 the stenographer can record it 

24 correctly. Sir. 

2 5 MR. MAYER: My name is Tom 
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Mayer, I am the Director of 

Environmental Coordination for Nassau 

County and I'm here tonight on behalf of 

the County Executive Tom Suozzi who 

couldn't be here today. 

The points I would like to make 

this evening, number one, is I would 

like to commend EPA and New York 

Department of Conservation for their 

efforts of remediating hazardous waste 

sites in Nassau County. Obviously, the 

prdtection of the public health and 

groundwater and treatment of the water 

supplies are of t'le utmost importance to 

the county and its residents. 

•f Having wor.'-.ed as a consultant of 

New York State for a number of years, I 

can certainly appreciate your efforts; 

howevex, my second j'oint really has to 

do with concern about being able to 

complete the particu.lar project, 

t We really dor't have any 

exceptions to the proposed remedial 

action. Our concern is this is having 
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come from a conversation with an EPA 

project manager who is not here this 

evening. 

About a month or so ago and 

maybe things have changed, but at that 

time, EPA seemed to have money for --

money obligated for design, but there 

was no guaranty that monies were going 

to be 'there for remediation and looking' 

at the design probably taking place in 

2005, remediation could conceivably be 

at.the end of 2006. 

We would like to see a 

commitment, and, if not, if that 

commitment can't be made by EPA because 

of other Federal spending priorities at 

the time, to request that New York State 

DEC step up to the plate in a timely 

manner and provide monies that are from 

the New York State Superfund program to 

accomplish remediation and, again, in a 

timely manner and "a timely manner" 

really goes into my third point. 

It's important for protection of 
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the residents, again, who utilize that 

particular area and also reside in 

nearby areas and, again, protection of 

its water supply in downgrading wells 

which I know the Nassau County Health 

Department is concerned with, so all of 

that is important as well as the 

continued investigation to find out 

really what the extent of this is and, 

also, if there are other sources that 

would be included as well. 

You may also be aware that 

Nassau County has a tax lien on the 

property and is loc king to reuse that 

property as part of the county's 

program. It's probably going to be used 

for warehousing or perhaps it could be 

offered, to a develop2r. The county 

hasn't made a decision, so in the plan 

for remediation, we w5uld like to see 

after all of the public health issues 

have been addressed, but focus on 

remediation of the bui Lding so that that 

building can be utilized as quickly as 
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2 possible too. 

3 , To give you some idea of a time 

4 frame, I'm talking with the Real Estate 

5 Department in Nassau County, if the 

6 ' county would proceed with proceedings to 
• i ' l . 

7 acquire the property, they could do that 

8 within a nine month period and would 

9 like to use that property as soon as 

10 possible, so, again, we're looking at it 

11 from two perspectives; one, to protect 

12 health and environment, but also to 

13 reuse that property for beneficial 

14 purposes and that concludes my statement 

15 and thank you very much. 

16 MS. ECHOLS: Thank you, Tom. ' 

17 MAYOR MARTIN: Good evening, I'm 

18 glad to see that the county has finally 

19 shown up at one of these meetings with 

20 certain concerns with respect to 

21 something we've been handling for years. 

22 I do want to address one point 

23 and we've been working closely with EPA 

24 arid DEC in terms of getting the site 

25 cleaned up. 
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The use of the site, the county 

has tax liens and the Village of Mineola 

has tax liens and so do the EPA and DEC 

probably have their own liens. This 

property will not become a county 

facility. 

The Village has its own sights 

set on this property, its own plans for 

'this property and it will be developed 

according to a master plan as determined 

by the residents of the Village of 

Mineola, irrespective of what the county 

may want to do with this, although we 

are dpen to the discussion. 

On the issve of clean up, I want 

to commend the EPA p.nd DEC for all the 

work they've done sc far. I, too, am 

concerned about funding for this 

project-. I hope tha:' we get funding and 

I just want to be clear about this so 

there are no misconceptions. 

This project has been funded 

through the design stage, which is we 

are right now, but not funded through 
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the remediation stage, which is what 

we're hoping to get in the near future, 

so I ask you take every effort as we 

will to assist you in getting any and 

all funds that you need to complete this 

project on an expedited basis. 

ii I, too, would ask for the state, 

tip the extent that they are capable, in 

the interim to come up with some money 

to do so as well as .any other 

governmental entity. 

The whole purpose, as I see it, 

for the creation of the Superfund is 

that the burden of these sites not be 

placed on a local .community. . 

For too long the burden of this 

particular site has been placed 

disproportionately on the residents of 

this village. We have borne the expense 

of the upkeep of this site, the 

safekeeping of this site, no one else 

has done this; not the county, to secure 

this site or make it safe. 

It's the village residents and 

< » 
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2 taxpayers who have maintained this site 

3 for the last ten years, so I look 

4 forward to seeing this returned to the 

5 tax roll and become a productive piece 

6 of property for the Village of Mineola 

7 and also become a productive piece of 

8 property for the residents of Mineola 

9 first and foremost in conformity with 

10 the residents' wishes that we have for 

11 this site. 

12 I extend my thanks to the EPA. 

13 To the extent we can, we will do 

14 everything we can ti' guard your 

15 assistance and your ;^fforts to get 

16 monies together to iisure that this is 

17 remediated as quickly as possible and I 

18 thank ycfu. 

19 MS. ECHOLS: Thank you. 

20 MR. SINGERMAN: I- wanted to 

21 respond to the official funding where 

22 the game plan is that w; hope to select 

23 a vendor for the site within the next 

24 month or so. 

25 We have - - a t t h i s t i m e , we have 
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48 

money available for the design which 

would cover the studies we need to do 

and the investigations, policy studies, 

and at this point, we don't have any 
i 

money earmarked for construction. 

The way the process works is 

once we have an idea of what we want to 

do and what has to be done, we go before 

the review action prioritization panel 

which basically represents each of the 

ten regions and represents the 

headquarters. 

They, basically, look at the 

recommendations and decide which 

projects will and will not be funded . 

because there are only limited funds, 

available, but we're confident that we 

can make a case to at least fund the 

actions that are necessary. 

Again, there is no commitment 

because it's not up to me, but the panel 

and they have to, basically, look at the 

money that they have and what other 

priorities they have nation-wide and 
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where this fits in. 

Again, we'll do the best we can 

to try to get funding for the site. 

MS. ECHOLS: Yes, ma'am, would 

you please stand. Do you have a 

question? 

MS. TINI: Yes. My name is 

Chris Tini and I am a resident of 

Mineola and I live a few blocks from the 

site and, first, I was just thinking of 

a question as you were speaking, you 

were saying that you have to see if 

things would be fundei later. 

Is there something that the 

people of Mineola couli do to try to 

assure that you would get this funding? 

MR. SINGERMAN: Well, basically, 

the whole -issue about funding is 

Congress authorizes, the money that we 

have, so you can always contact your 

officials if you have corcerns about 

that funding, but, again, we only have 

limited funding and the p:rioritization 

panel will look at all of the sites and 
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consider them and decide what will get 

funded, but it's up to us to make the 

case and justify it. 

I don't know necessarily^ the 

democratic process, if one side gets 25 

votes from citizens and another a 

hundred, if one gets the money, but sure 

enough, if there is enough concern, it 

may play in the scheme of things. 

MS. TINI: In the beginning you 

mentioned something about a ranking that 

this site is ranged. Now, is this site 

high up or low on the ranking? 

MR. SINGERMAN: That's just a 

way to determine what sites are eligible 

for the actions, so if they satisfy the 

requirements to the bare minimum, then 

they're considered to be placed on the 

list and then eligible for the 

investigation, so that number has no 

bearing on the funding. 

MS. TINI: Oh, okay. 

MR. SINGERMAN: The funding is 

based upon the threat to the environment 

4i 
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2 and how much money it would cost for the 

3 remedy and various other factors and 

4 that's considered with all sites 

5 considered for funding across country. 

6 MS. TINI: So the ranking is not 

7 dependent upon how dangerous the site is 

8 to people's health or anything like 

9 that? 

10 • MR. SINGERMAN: The original 

11 ranking to get the site listed is, the 

12 threats to public health and 

13 environment, various facilities, if it's 

14 over a certain number, it's listed so, 

15 obviously, this site satisfied their 

16. requirement in being listed. 

17 As;, far as funding for 

18 construction goes and, again, if the 

19 site poses.an immediate chreat, that 

20 would be mocre likely funded. 

21 MS.: TINI:. The site seems to 

22 have gone unattended for over a decade. 

23 This gentleman was: talking about 

24 risks, current risks. I'm interested in 

25 knowing what was the risk back in the 
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late '80s or early '90s. A lot of 

people were raising children, kids were 

drinking the water, we were all cirinking 

the water. Are there any studies that 

have been done? 

Do we know what's going to 

happen down the road to women who are 

pregnant, had babies who are drinking 

this water or to our children who have 

grown up here during the 1990's? 

MS. OLSEN: Each risk assessment 

process looks at current risk. 

When they began the remedial 

investigation, they took a number of 

samples and that was what was included 

in our risk assessment, so what we 

looked at, basically, under the current 

conditions is if a trespasser were to go 

on to the site and what we found was 

that, basically, it's within our 

acceptable risk range. 

We were looking at an adolescent 

between the ages of 10 and 18 being 

there 52 days per year and that was 
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2 under current conditions and then as 

3 part of the assessment, we also looked 

4 into the future in terms of residential 

5 exposure, industrial exposure, and I 

6 think a worker was there and the primary 

7 risks were from the ingestion of water 

8 in the upper aquifer. 

9 I should mention that the water 

10 supply in this'town is from the lower 

11 aquifer and it is tested as part of the 

12 normal process, so it meets all the 

13 appropriate Federal maximum contaminant 

14 levels. Those are leve .s for drinking 

15 • water for a resident, sc those levels 

16 are being done and, agai-'., we've looked 

17 at that as part of the risk assessment. 

18 MS.:?TINI: So, ac'-.ually, when 

19 t h e r i s k i s p o s s i b l y h i g h e r , u n l e s s I ' m 

20 m i s t a k e n , t e n y e a r s ago i n 1 9 9 1 , we 

21 d o n ' t r e a l l y know what was h a p p e n i n g o r 

22 how d a n g e r o u s . i t was , we j u s t have t o 

23 hope t h a t e v e r y t h i n g i s o k a / . 

24 MS. OLSEN: U n f o r t u n a t e l y , t h e 

25 way o u r p r o c e s s w o r k s , we do l o o k a t i t 
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into the future. 

MS. TINI: But you're starting 

in 2000, I mean when did this site come 

to anyone's attention as being a 

possible health risk? Does anyone know? 

MR. SINGERMAN: I believe in the 

early 1990's, the county was aware of it 

and looked into it and as a result of 

its efforts, 'it eventually became 

listed. 

MS. TINI: But it took that many 

years? 

MR. SINGERMAN: It takes awhile 

to sample and go through. 

MS. TINI: Yes. Yes. 

MR. SINGERMAN: Regarding the 

risks, presumably we thought there was 

no risk. Based upon the standards we 

know now and a mathematical calculation 

there is np way --

•MS. TINI: I can tell you 

anecdotely, when I moved here 19 years 

ago, the water tasted good. You cannot 

really drink the water now without, you 
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know, treating it and even then with a 

Brita filter because they have a lot of 

stuff in it. Could it be because of 

this site or is that just a 

deterioration of our environment in 

general? 

MR. SINGERMAN: We're not sure 

the site is a source of that. We know 

the water supply is contaminated, but 

we're not sure the site is the source. 

There are multiple sources all 

over the place and contamination when 

you have a well pumping, it draws 

contaminaticSn from all around it, so it 

can come from any direction, but the • 

wells -- the water is trear.ed, so there 

is no risk of anyone drink:ng the water, 

but I can't explain why it doesn't taste 

good. 

MS. TINI: Were they treated 

back in '90 or '91 if the wells were 

treated when these chemicals were a lot 

stronger? Nobody really knows. 

MR. DEFRANCO: Joe DeFranco. 
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2 There are no wells that we were 

3 aware of, so any contaminants that are 

4 picked up are removed before the water 

5 is disbursing. This is currently and 

6 also in the past. 

7 MAYOR MARTIN: There was a 

8 treatment six or seven years ago as well 

9 which removes these organic compounds 

10 from the' water before the water -- it's 

11 that reason because of county health 

12 requirements, we have to add chlorine to 

13 the water and that then creates the 

14 taste you're talking about. 

15 It wasn't there 19 years ago, 

16 but we have to use these airstrippers to 

17 remove these organic compounds from the 

18 water. We also have to put -- the 

19 county requirements, we have to put 

20 oolor even in the water and, therefore, 

21 you may get that taste. 

22 MS. TINI: I'm just concerned 

23 about health risks, but thank you very 

2 4 • much. 

25 MS. ECHOLS: Sir. State your 
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1 

2 name. 

3 MR. VERDIS: Jordan Verdis. I 

4 have a question regarding the proposed 

5 remediation. 

6 Once it goes through and 

7 hopefully it will, what will be the 

8 remaining concerns regarding? Will it 

9 be is the site safe for new construction 

10 and digging? 

11 MR. SINGERMAN: The purpose of 

12 the site is to protect the public 

13 health, environment and restore the 

14 beneficial use, so once ycu've completed 

15 remediation, "the site may be,available 

16 for use, whether it's, the county or 

17 town, the county or village, whoever 

18 decides to lend itself to u,; ing the 

19 facility, it will be restored for 

20 whatever use they wanted to ise it for. 

21 MR. VERDIS: Even foi new 

22 construction? i 

2 3 MR. SINGERMAN: Y e s . The w h o l e 

24 remedy i n v o l v e s -removing t h e 

25 c o n t a m i n a t e d s o i l a s w e l l a s r emov ing 
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1 

2 the contaminated extraction and, 

3 anything -- all of the tanks, the sumps, 

4 the dry wells are all removed. 

5 So, basically, we estimate about 

6 three years for the whole extraction, so 

7 in that three years, after we start the 

8 soil remedy, the soil itself should be 

9 clean and depending upon what we 

10 ultimately do with the groundwater, if' 

11 we need to pump and treat the 

12 groundwater, that's estimated to be 

13 eight years. 

14 The upper aquifer, we're using 

15 chemical oxidation. We expect that to 

16 be remediated within a month, so very 

17 : soon after we start the engagement, the 

18 site will be available for beneficial 

19 • Ise and that also includes 

20 • decontaminating the facility. Once you 

21 d2Contaminate the building, 

22 theoretically the building can be used 

23 for something. 

24 MR. VERDIS: We know two 

25 aquifers, the water collection did you 
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1 

2 test them and detect anything from the 

3 site in the collection base? 

4 MR. JUDD: The facility you're 

5 speaking of I believe is the southwest 

6 . site at the intersection of Old Country 

7 Road and Herricks Road. There,is a 

8 county storm water retention basin and 

9 what that facility is is a large holding 

10 p'ond where the storm water from the 

11 sewer system, the drains from around the 

12 town comes into that facility and is 

13 deposited slowly, infiltrates into the 

14 ground after storm winds. 

15 We did not directly sample that 

16 water. It's downgrading of the site .and 

17 it's really from a source al,) around 

18 town and it's really an input into the 

19 system. The water in that punp 

20 eventually percolates down into the 

21 ground and adds to the system, so we 

22 really didn't see that as being directly 

23 related to the Jackson steel facility 

24 which is upgrading from that area. 

25 MR. VERDIS: I have one more 

59 
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1 

2 question regarding the risk that was 

3 being not big. I know that one way 

4 ' for -- -- I don't know if- my question is 

5 regarding the safety levels and these 

6 particular chemicals, if you remember or 

7 if you know when they were last divided 

8 and in which direction? 

9 MS. OLSEN: EPA has a process of 

10 looking -- our risk assessment process 

11 is used in all our Superfund sites and 

12 as part of that process, we evaluate the 

13 toxicity of various chemicals and based 

14 upon the latest available sciences, we 

15 '- may change those values, but it 

16 ' ''asically goes through an external 

17 review by expert scientists to review 

18 w.i.at the proposal is. 

19 It includes the newest 

20 scientific research available. There is 

21 • a tremendous amount of toxicity data and 

22 that's part of the whole process. 

23 We do have a data base system 

24 that very carefully categorizes one when 

25 chemicals were changed, there is a 
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1 

2 prdcess where individuals can nominate 

3 chemicals for review within the system, 

4 it's up on our home page; it's 

5 www.epa.com/iris and "IRIS" stands for 

6 the Integrated Risk Information System 

7 and this is one of our sources of 

8 toxicity information. 

9 Again, as part of that file, 

10 ' there is a discussion of when those 

11 values were changed and how they were 

12 changed and, more recently, as part of 

13 the process, there is a dociiment that's 

14 developed, it summarizes all of the 

15 available toxicity informat,icn and that 

16 is also available as part of .hat, so I 

17 would be more than happy to speak with 

18 you after and, also, if you wo ild like 

19 to speak with me,. I can walk ycu through 

20 what the system is ,.and. where the 

21 information is more specifically and I 

22 offer that to anyone else who is 

23 interested. 

24 MR. VERDIS: T h a n k y o u . 

25 MS. ALLERD: My name i s N a n c y 
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2 Allerd and I am a Mineola resident. 

3 I was just wondering were any of 

4 these samples taken of the surrounding 

5 areas; the air, the soil, all of the 

6 homes around there, was any of that 

7 taken into consideration? 

8 MR. JUDD: The air samples were 

9 collected from the Jackson steel 

10 ' building, the adjacent commercial 

11 building, to the south and to the west 

12 and a few of the residential individual 

13 homes within the immediate block or so 

14 surrounding the facility. 

15 Soil sampling was performed 

16 really only at the site and to the south 

17 : in the immediate adjacent areas to the 

18 ) fac ility and some of the groundwater 

19 samples are collected upgrading which is 

20 aboi'.t a block and a half to the north 

21 and then about a block and a half to the 

22 •: sout.'iwest in the direction that- the 

23 water flows. 

24 MS. ALLERD: In terms of the 

25 homes that are there now, how can you 
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assure that the soil that is around the 

homes is not contaminated because of the 

water? 

MR. JUDD: Well,' for the soil 

contamination, we focus the 

investigation and decide where to 

collect samples based upon logical 

practices of what the facility might 

have been doing. 

It would have been very 

reasonable for them to take chemicals 

out of the building and walk right out 

the side door and dump it in\; o the well; 

that's a logical process. 

Generally, they would have 

access to the entire property ind 

remembering that there may hav(5 been 

some shipping there or seeping activity 

there at the basin, the surroun^ling area 

has been residential throughout the 

operations of the facility and I think 

reason is to say that if someone is 

walking across the street and dumping 

into their property, it would have been 
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25 

addressed more immediately. 

MS. ALLERD: My other 

question - -

MR. DEFRANCO: The Department of 

Health did some sampling next door to 

the site and we didn't find any indoor 

air problems. 

MS. ALLERD: If this remedy does 

get funded, what effect will it have on 

the health and daily living of the 

surrounding residents? 

MR. SINGERMAN: Our objective is 

tĉ  clean up the site. We will do it in 

a way that won't impact with the people 

nee r the site, so as part of the 

pro,::ess, we developed what is called a 

Health and Safety Plan which, basically, 

describes the mechanisms for keeping 

contamination at the site and out of 

people's homes. 

So the monitoring will be done 

and waatever is necessary to keep the 

contaraination from going off site. 

MS. ALLERD: If it doesn't get 
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funded, what does that mean for the 

local residents? 

MR. SINGERMAN: If it's not 

funded, basically, the remedy will sit 

on the shelf until such time. 

MS. ALLERD: Will it increase 

the health risks? 

MR. SINGERMAN: I think it's 

indicated in the risk assessment that 

this is currently a risk that is 

presented to various industrial workers 

primarily inside the facility, so as it 

stands, no one using the property no one 

is at risk. 

The groundwater is contaminated, 

but everyone -- as long as no oi:e is 

coming in contact with contaminated soil 

and, basically, most of it is pa^'ed, 

there is no current risk. 

MS. ALLERD: And does the EPA 

continue to monitor this site after your 

remedy is officially cleaned up? 

MR. SINGERMAN: During the 

process of remediation we will monitor 
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2 to make sure the remedy is effective and 

3 once the monitoring shows, for example, 

4 that the soil is clean, there will be no 

5 reason to continue monitoring the soil 

6 and once we -- basically, the preferred 

7 remedy would be drawing out vapors, so 

8 once we no longer see vapors, we turn 

9 off the system for awhile and then turn 

10 " it on again to try to flush out the 

11 volatile organics. 

12 If we continue to see nothing, 

13 , it's basically a confirmation that it's 

14 clean and it may take some samples to 

15 determine whether or not it's gone. 

16 As far as the ground work goes, 

17 we w:,ll continue to monitor until such 

18 '- time once the groundwater is achieved in 

19 t:he clean up levels and we will monitor 

20 it to make sure it stays that way, so we 

21 continue to monitor until we're sure the 

22 site is cleaned. 

2 3 1 MS. ALLERD: Thank you. 

24 MS. ECHOLS: Sir. 

25 MR. T E N I N I : My name i s J o e 
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Tenini and I am a Mineola resident and I 

believe that you have said that below 

the second level of the sub soil, there 

is a higher level of contamination than 

there is in that second level which 

contains the plate and silt and so on. 

So that means that contaminants 

have leached through like several 

hundred feet in some'places of soil and 

are in the groundwater oJE Nassau County; 

is that correct? 

MR. JUDD: Sort of. Ycu're 

correct. I did say that the -- we're 

speaking of water St this point, by the 

way, not soil, but water. 

The water that was found ;n the 

clay area did have lower concentrations 

of the contaminants than the sand oelow 

it . 

This is interesting to us in 

that the nature or the types of 

contaminants that we found in the deeper 

layer were similar to what was used at 

Jackson steel, but not necessarily 
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2 directly correlates. 

3 What it really implies to us is 

4 that there are probably other sources 

5 besides the Jackson steel site that have 

6 affected the groundwater and the deeper 

7 aquifer system. 

8 MR. TENINI: I think Cecilia had 

9 said that you monitor 29 sites in Nassau 

10 " County alone? 

11 MS. ECHOLS: Long Island. 

12 MR. TENINI: They are on that 

13 list", the National Priorities List? 

14 MS. ECHOLS: Yes. 

15 MR. TENINI: That sounds like a 

16 • lot o;.' contamination around Long Island. 

17 MS. ECHOLS: Yes. 

18 MR. TENINI: My concern is if 

19 the remediation action doesn't get 

20 funded, what's going, to happen with dry 

21 w e l l s aj\d t r e n c h e s ? 

22 P r e t t y much s a i d , I 'm a layman 

23 and I 'm . lot g o i n g t o p u t t h e words i n 

24 y o u r mouth , so I w i l l a sk you t h e 

25 q u e s t i o n : The t r e n c h , t h e d r y w e l l s and 
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2 SO on, if we don't have remediation 

3 action and this thing, this site was put 

4 on the National Priorities List in 

5 February of 2000 and this is now August 

6 of 2004, four and a half years later, we 

7 go another year and a half, four and a 

8 half years later, whatever it is, what's 

9 the risk to the environment, to people 

10 ' and why don't we just clean up those dry 

11 wells while we're at it? 

12 MR. SINGERMAN: Well', it's the 

13 construction money that we neeĉ , to 

14 prioritize. 

15 The dry wells we can't touch 

16 unless we have the processing an̂ l get 

17 money committed for'^the site. If money 

18 is not committed, then whatever is the 

19 current situation, that would be 

20 continued. 

21 P r e s u m a b l y o v e r t i m e we wi . . l 

22 r e a c h o u t and t h e r e i s n o t h i n g l e v e l , 

23 b u t t h a t ' s n o t t h e b e s t way t o g o . 

24 ^ T h a t ' s why w e ' r e p r o p o s i n g t h i s remedy 

25 and we w i l l t r y t o do t h e b e s t we can t o 
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2 get the money for it. 

3 MR. TENINI: Okay. It seems 

4 like good work has been done by the EPA 

5 and consulting firm, but in terms of 

6 assessing what the risks are. 

7 Now you're going to design a 

8 remedial action and I'm assuming that's 

9 going to take a certain amount of time 

10 ' and cost a certain amount 'of money. 

11 If that remedial action does not 

12 get funded after you design it, then 

13 what good has that design done for us in 

14 I terms of remedial action? 

15 So what I'm saying is that we 

16 sort c;f.know what some of the prioritiies 

17 are an̂ i why don't we clean up some of 

18 K those i.^riorities with some of the money 

19 r that is available? 

2 0 •: - M R . SINGERMAN: Well, the thing 

21 • is the money. There are several pots of 

22 i ' money. The money for design, 

23 1 investigction is easy to come by. It's 

24 the construction money we have to 

25 prioritize. 
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2 MR. TENINI: Is that all Federal 

3 tax money? 

4 MR. SINGERMAN: Yes. One of the 

5 reasons we have so little money is the 

6 Superfund tax expired years ago, so what 

7 used to be a multi-billion dollar fund 

8 is significantly less now, so we will do 

9 the best we can. 

10 ' We can do a lot of investigation 

11 for the designing stage. We can do some 

12 studies. We did a lot of work at the 

13 site, but we can't - justify funding 

14 remedial action until we make the- case 

15 to the Prioritization Board and wt think 

16 we can do that. 

17 .̂  We t h i n k we h-ave enough 

18 i n f o r m a t i o n . The c o s t of remedy h a s t o 

19 be a f a c t o r t o o . - I f t h i s was a 20 

20 m i l l i o n d o l l a r s r e m e d y o r a 10 m i l l i o n 

21 d o l l a r s remedy, i t may n o t e a s i l y be a s 

22 f u n d a b l e a s s o m e t h i n g t h a t may o n l y c o s t 

23 a few m i l l i o n d o l l a r s such a s t h i s , h u t 

24 t h e n , on t h e o t h e r h a n d , t h i s s i t e 

25 d o e s n ' t p o s e an i m m e d i a t e t h r e a t t o 
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2 anyone, so all of those factors will be 

3 weighed by the people who make those 

4 decisions and the Prioritization Board 

5 will decide which sites will be funded 

6 and which won't. 

7 But, again, we're going to do 

8 the best we can. to make the case. We 

9 think if we fund it, we can wrap it up 

10 very quickly and it 'may take six months 

11 to clean up and install the extraction 

12 system, three years to operate, one 

13 month to clean up the lower aquifer, the 

14 . upper aquifer with the chemical 

15 treatment ,and then if we need to address 

16 the lowjr aquifer, that will take 

17 . awhile, but still we think we can make a 

18 case for funding this. 

19 c ?ut, again, I can't guarantee 

20 funding, but we intend to make a case. 

21 M^. TENINI: Thank you. 

22 ; M£. ECHOLS: Yes. 

23 MR. WELSH: My name i s D e n n i s 

24 Wel sh . I would l i k e t o a s k t h e 

25 g e o l o g i s t f i r s t how a b o u t v i b r a t i o n s 
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from the train. 

In Mineola, at the Roslyn Road 

railroad post, which is less than a mile 

down the tracks, they're going to start 

doing the same thing as Herricks Road. 

Right beyond that is another 

place called Great Neck Sewer, 165 East 

Second Street and right a little closer 

to the crossing, they took the address 

down, it's right behind my house, I,live 

on Albertson Place, both of these 

places -- I have them here -- are on the 

EPA supposed to be cleaned up. 

That fund that ran out of money, 

they're a class 2 Superfund. They have 

toxic release. You know, I'm not on the 

computer, my son got this for me. 

Now, when they start to make 

these courses, they're going to start 

smashing steel hydraulically into the 

ground, hopefully during the day, not at 

night, and it's going to bring rats up. 

Every spring I kill rats in 

Mineola. In the past, 20 years ago, I 
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2 called, nothing was done, so I got 

3 poison and I killed the rats, but the 

4 rats are coming from a toxic site. 

5 Now, this groundwater you showed 

6 us, it may not be coming from this spot, 

7 it ,is coming from down the railroad 

8 tracks behind my house. 

9 With this pounding of the steel 

10 and all of the 'work that's going to be 

11 going on in Mineola at the railroad 

12 station -- they're building a 990 

13 parking lot facility -- you're going to 

14 . be brineing rats up, rats that burrow, 

15 ' that you said so. 

16 1esides the water, people get 

17 bitten by rats. So this is a big -- you 

18 ^ smile, bu',; I live there, you know, my 

19 ; mother-in-law lives next door, so for 20 

20 years, I d;rink this water. I dori't 

21 '- notice the difference in taste, but I 

22 don't drink Poland Spring, but the 

23 water, and ::' m probably being poisoned 

2 4 . by it. 

25 So, you know, this is not a 
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mandate. Hopefully you get the money to 

do this, but it's not the mandate and 

that spot across the tracks that they 

use as a water run off that is probably 

not affected and I live here. 

• 1955, I used to go down there to 

that pit and I'm sure there are kids 

there and there are rats that are 

burrowing down and it's more dangerous 

than you let on. 

I don't go to a lot of meetings. 

I've been to one 15 years ago which was 

very similar and I hope that something 

can be done about it. 

Just another thing -- and I . 

don't mean to pile on the guy from Mr 

Suozzi's office, but I pay taxes in 

Mineola and our tax is very high and the 

MTA and Nassau County and other big 

organizations take property from the tax 

roles, you know, it's causing my taxes 

to go up, so if you can take a message 

back to Mr. Suozzi not to appropriate 

this building, if it ge-ts cleaned up so 
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2 we can sell it and get some tax money 

3 from it. 

4 Thank you. 

5 MS. ECHOLS: Ma'am? 

6 MS. VERDIS: My name is Jean 

7 Verdis. I am a resident since 1984 here 

8 in Mineola. 

9 The owner of this property, is 

10 he still the owner of this property, 

11 whoever he might be? ' 

12 He's no longer the owner of the 

13 propert/, okay. 

14 3o now going back those number 

15 of years, I'm certain possibly, but I 

16 don't knoA?, did this steel company have 

17 I insurance and would they be considered 

18 i liable for the damage that was done on 

19 T this propei'ty at that time and can we go 

20 back this number of years and make sure 

21 that we get something from this 

22 insurance cc^mpany or from the previous 

23 owners? 

24 MR. SINGERMAN: B e f o r e we f u n d 

25 a n i n v e s t i g a t i o n of t h e s i t e we f i r s t 
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2 look for responsible parties and the 

3 , bottom line is that there's really no 

4 viable parties out there that can fund 

5 the study or action or to undertake the 

6 results. 

7 So, basically, it's a defunct 

8 operation and there's really nothing we 

9 can do as far as going after them 

10 because' there is no one to go after now'. 

11 That's one of the reasons we're 

12 using the Superfund money here to do the 

13 investigation and also to design the 

14 construction because there are no liable 

15 parties . 

16 T h a t ' s g e n e r a l l y - - we a l w a y s 

17 t r y t d i d e n t i f y t he r e s p o n s i b l e p a r t i e s 

18 a n d g e t t h e m t o do t h e work a n d f u n d i t 

19 b u t t h a t ' s n o t t h e c a s e h e r e . We c o u l d 

20 n o t i d e n t i f y a n y o n e v i a b l e t o b e l i a b l e . 

21 MS. VERDIS: T h a n k y o u . 

22 MS. ECHOLS: Anymore q u e s t i o n s ? 

2 3 N o . O k a y . 

24 W e l l , w e ' r e g o i n g t o c l o s e t h i s 

25 e v e n i n g a n d we a p p r e c i a t e e v e r y o n e ' s 
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" 1 

2 questions and concerns and, as I said, 

3 if you would like to submit any 

4 comments, you can send them to Joel 

5 S i n g e r m a n . 

6 H i s a d d r e s s a n d t e l e p h o n e n u m b e r 

7 a n d e - m a i l i s i n c l u d e d i n t h e p r o p o s e d 

8 p l a n on p a g e 2 , b y A u g u s t 2 1 s t . 

9 T h a t ' s t h e c l o s e o f t h e p u b l i c 

10 comment p e r i o d . T h a n k y o u . 

11 

12 ( W h e r e u p o n , t h e m e e t i n g 

13 a d j o u r n e c ? a t 8 : 3 5 p . m . ) 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 
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C E R T I F I C A T E 

STATE OF NEW YORK ) 
) SS . 

COUNTY OF NEW YORK ) 

I, DAWN SPANO, a Registered 

Professional Shorthand (Stenotype) 

Reporter and Notary Public of the State 

of New York, do hereby certify that the 

foregoing Proceedings, taken at the t'ime 

and place aforesaid, is a true and 

correct transcription of my shorthand 

notes. 

I further certify that I am 

neither co;insel for nor related to any 

party to said action, nor in any wise 

interested in the result or outcome 

thereof. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have 

hereunto set my hand this 15th day of 

August, 2004. 

DAWN SPANO, R.P.R 
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Nancy Aliard To: Joel Singerman/R2/USEPA/US@EPA 
<nancya824(§msn.com cc: 
> Subject: Jackson Steel-Public Comment 

08/18/2004 11:21 PM 

Dear Mr. Singerman, 

I atten(j the meeting at Mineola Town Hall on August 10th. I woulcJ like to thank the 
EPA for coming to meet with the community. I strongly support the cleanup of this site. 
However, I still have a few concerns. I am not familiar with superfund sites or the EPA's 
terms, so I will apologize if my concerns are completely irrational. My concerns are 
that: 
1. The EPA testecJ the site to assess the contamination, however surrounding 
residential areas were not tested. Since the toxin is a liquid, it seems to me that it could 
have spread to surround areas. I know that you tested areas that water and liquids 
would seem to travel, but in the event of a large rain couldn't toxins have traveled to 
other areas. 
2. The testing done stated the site would be dangerous to construction workers on the 
site due to vapors. How are these vapors not dangerous to the people living right next 
to the site? 
3. The testing stated that the site would be dangerous to a trespasser who was on site 
for 50 something days( which would seem to be highly unlikely), but were any tests 
done to see the effect of people living near the site 365 days a year? 

My biggest fear is that testing was not done in the surrounding areas, (1, 2, or 3 blocks 
from the site) so we can't really be sure that those areas are not also contaminated. I 
am afraid the site will be cleaned up and forgotten about only to find out 50 years from 
now that the surrounding areas were also polluted. I strongly feel that the EPA should 
test the air, water and soil of the residential area close to the site. If this is not possible 
by the EPA, are there any local resources that you know of that do these types of 
testing? 

Thank you for your concern. 

Nancy Aliard 
Mineola Resident 
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M I N E O L A 

Village of Mineola 
P.O. Box 69 

155 Washington Avenue 
Mineola. New York 11501 

Tel: (516) 746-0750 Fa,\: (516) 746-5602 

Mayor 
Jack M. Martins 

Deputy- Mayor 

Lawrence A. Werther 

Tntstees 

Louis Santosus, Jr. 
Linda Fairgrieve 
Paul S. Cusato 

Village Clerk 

Michael E. Arens 

Treasurer 

Richard J. Dwyer 

Supenniendeni oj 
Public Works 

Thomas J. Rini 

Superintendent of 
Buildings 

Daniel B. Whalen 

Village .Attorney 

John M. Spellman 

August 20, 2004 

Joel Singerman, Chief 
Central New York Remediation Section 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
290 Broadway, 20* Floor 
New York, New York 10007-3966 

Dear Mr. Singerman: 

In follow up of the Enviroimiental Protection Agency's public meeting on 
August 10,2004 regarding the proposed plan on the Jackson Steel Site, I 
wish to again thank and commend you and your staff for the extensive 
time and concem spent on this project. 

The residents of the Village of M neola have carried the burden of this 
property since its condemnation, n addition to nearly $500,000 in back 
taxes, village staff maintain the pr )perty once a week approximately ten 
months throughout the year at an e, :tensive cost and loss of time and 
services to village taxpayers. 

Furthermore, during the time that thi > property was in use from the mid 
1970's imtil 1991, testing of ground vater quality at the Village of 
Mineola Supply Well #4, located wit lin one half mile of the site, was 
imdergoing water quality testing for c --ganic chemicals. In 1977/1978, all 
Mineola supply wells were tested and on September 9,1977, Well # 4 
showed 11 ug/l oftetracholoroethylens. From 1981 through 1987, routine 
sampling showed trichloroethylene le\ els increase to 25 ugA. In 1987, 
after state standards for organic levels ivere changed to 5 ug/l, the village 
was mandated to remove Well #4 from service. 

Not knowing where the contamination >vas coming from at that time, the 
village immediately began the concepticn and construction of a $1.5 
million aeration plant. When testing wâ  performed after the plant went 
into operation in 1991, treated water organics were non-detectable. 
However, while the treated water quality remains safe as a result of the 
aeration plant, raw untreated water samples do reveal a continuous 
increase in trichloroethylene and tetrachloroehtylene. In addition. 
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maintenance and operation costs of Well #4 exceed the costs of imtreated wells. 

It is unquestionable in my opinion that the Jackson Steel site is a result of the 
contamination problem. In order to maintain safe driiJdng water, the village is burdened 
with the debt of the aeration plant and the ongoing cost of monitoring and maintaining 
Well #4. 

I look forward to the completion of the EPA studies and clean up. Equally 
important, I anticipate that this site will be retumed to the Village of Mineola so it may be 
utilized in a way that will reimburse taxpayers for years of lost tax revenue, time and 
services. 

Once again, thank you for your assistance and for allowing me the opportunity to 
publicly address this important matter on behalf of the residents of the Village of 
Mineola. 

Sincerely, 

Jaik M. Martins 
yor 
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THOMAS R, SUOZZI 
COUNTY EXECUTIVE 

OFFICE OF THE COUNTY EXECUTIVE 
ONE WEST STREET 

MINEOLA, N,Y,. M501-4895 
5 1 6 - 5 7 1 - 3 1 3 1 

August 24, 2004 

Jane M. Kenny, Regional Administrator 
United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Region 2 
290 Broadway 
New York, NY 10007 

Re: Jackson Steel Site 
Proposed Remedial Action Plan 

Dear Regional Administrator Kenny: . 

We have reviewed the Proposed Remedial Aci'on Plan proposed by EPA for the Jackson 
Steel Site and find it acceptable; however, we have coi cems regarding EPA's ability to fund 
construction and complete remediation of the site in a timely manner. 

It is our understanding that EPA has obligated m mies for design, but has not obligated, 
monies for construction. Given the current funding prioi -ties of the federal government, we are 
concerned that remediation of this site may not occur unt" well into the future and this site will 
continue to pose a significant threat to public health and t le drinking water supply of Nassau 
County, which has been designated as a Sole Source Aqui êr. 

In addition to our environmental and funding conct ms, we would also like to see the site 
available for reuse as soon as possible. Nassau County, as he priority lien holder, has a tax lien 
against the Jackson Steel property and intends to take title to the property for use as part of the 
County's Brownfields Redevelopment Program. The Villag; of Mineola has also expressed 
interest in reuse of this property. Productive reuse of the JacKson Steel Site as soon as possible, 
which is consistent with EPA's brownfields redevelopment i litiative, is another reason for 
ensuring that funds are available for commencement of reme lial construction immediately 
following completion of design. 
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Jane M. Kenny, Regional Administrator 
August 24, 2004 
Page 2 

Because of the uncertainty of federal fimding to complete remediation, we request that the 
EPA commit monies now for remedial construction to be performed immediately following 
completion of design. It should be noted that the concem regarding adequate and timely funding 
was also expressed by the Village of Mineola and Village residents at the public meeting held on 
August 10,2004. • . 

We look forward to hearing from your office and receiving a favorable response, and 
continuing to work with EPA in the remediation and redevelopment of hazardous waste and 
brownfield properties in Nassau County. If you have any questions or require additional 
information, please contact either me or Tom Maher, Director of Environmental Coordination, at 
(516)571-1250. 

\ 

-^f 
TRS:bel 
CCS #24020395 

Sincerely, 

Thomas R. Suozzi 
County Executive 

cc: Hon. Charles Schumer 
Hon. Hillary Rodham Clinton 
Hon. Carolyn McCarthy 
Hon. Michael Balboni 
Hon. Maureen O'Connell ;, 
Hon. Richard Nicolello 
Hon. Jack Martins, Mayor, Village of Mineola 
Erin Crotty, Commissioner, NYSDEC 
Tom Maher, Director of Environmental Coordination 
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